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Abstract 
Infrastructure, and in particular road infrastructure, is crucial in every country 
as it has a significant impact on national economic development. The World 
Economic Forum Global Competitiveness Report 2012-2013 indicated that Indonesia 
is ranked 78 for infrastructure provision out of 144 countries. The imbalance of 
infrastructure provision between urban and rural areas is clearly indicated. This 
suggests that the provision of infrastructure, especially of roads, in Indonesia is still 
inadequate. This poor performance stems from both an imbalance of, and the large 
gap between, road infrastructure provision in regions and provinces in Indonesia, and 
has been identified as resulting from an ineffective project prioritization and 
selection process. Several of the problems that have been indicated in the current 
practices of the Project Selection Process (PSP) appear to result from the particular 
cultural traits of organisations involved in the PSP. 
Hill and Jones (2001, p.240) define organisational culture as the specific 
collective behaviour (values and norms) of people in an organisation, that affects the 
way individuals and groups interact (work together) with one another and with 
stakeholders outside the organisation. In line with this perspective, Briggs and Little 
(2008) state that organisations are clearly social entities, therefore, the nature of 
individuals in the group and the group’s culture heavily impacts on the processes and 
the outcome of decisions being made. Existing studies of OC are largely related to 
examining the strategies for improving the organisation’s performance, and also 
related to decision-making (DM). Project selection is based on a DM process 
developed to choose those infrastructure projects that most match the needs of the 
communities they are designed to serve. Therefore, the DM process and the decision 
quality level of the PSP are very likely influenced by the culture of the organisations 
involved in these processes. However, this type of influence has been little 
emphasized or focused upon in existing studies into improving strategies involved in 
appropriate and well-prioritized infrastructure project selection.   
This thesis aims to investigate how organisational culture actually impacts on 
the DM effectiveness of the PSP; and investigates what needs to be done to improve 
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the current practices of the PSP, in the Indonesian context. To achieve this aim, three 
research questions were addressed:  
1. What are the current practices of the PSP?  
2. How does OC influence the DM effectiveness of the PSP 
3. How can the PSP be improved? 
This research adopts a mixed methods approach, which was conducted in two 
phases. The first phase involved a questionnaire survey, aimed to respond to the first 
and the second research questions, i.e. to identify, the current practices of the PSP, 
covering the existing procedures and approaches, the existing barriers, the existing 
DM effectiveness, and the existing OC related to DM effectiveness. The results from 
the questionnaire survey were analysed using descriptive analysis and exploratory 
factor analysis (EFA). The results of the questionnaire survey were also used to 
respond to the second research question, i.e. to examine the link between OC and the 
DM effectiveness in the PSP. The analysis of the latter uses structural equation 
modelling (SEM) to determine the significance of any correlation between OC and 
DM effectiveness, and also applies the Organizational Culture Assessment 
Instrument (OCAI) of Cameron and Quinn (2011) to assess the most suitable OC-
profile to impact on DM effectiveness. The findings were used to develop an 
organisational culture (OC) based framework for potentially improving DM 
effectiveness of the PSP. This framework was then validated in the second phase of 
the research using semi-structured interviews.  
The results of the study suggest that the DM effectiveness of the PSP could be 
improved if the surveyed organisations also take into consideration the identified 
organisational culture aspects specifically related to decision-making; these cover 
strengthening the OC-dimensions, and slightly changing the OC-profile. The former, 
i.e., strengthening the OC-dimensions particularly covers the three dimensions of, 
Coordination and Integration, Teamwork and Empowerment, and Mission and 
Strategy, as these have the most significant and direct impact on the “Decision-
making Process (DM process)”. They also have both significant direct and indirect 
impacts on the “outcomes of the decision (DM quality)”. The results of the study also 
demonstrate that the DM effectiveness of the PSP could be improved if some slight 
changes of OC orientation (OC-profiles) - especially reducing ‘hierarchical’ culture 
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traits and increasing ‘clan’ culture traits, take place. The findings of the research (i.e. 
the specified OC-dimensions and OC-profiles) are interrelated and fully support each 
other, as by decreasing hierarchical culture and increasing clan culture will provide a 
greater degree of flexibility and discretion within organisations, hence supporting the 
efforts required to strengthen the critical OC-dimensions of Coordination and 
Integration, Teamwork and Empowerment, and Mission and Strategy. Strong 
leadership is critically required to support these actions. This involves the need 
generally for a change in existing leadership styles that focuses more on innovation, 
clearer vision, better goal achievement, and less on controlling (more delegation or 
decentralized rather than centralized decision-making). 
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Chapter 1:Introduction 
Chapter 1: Introduction 
This chapter provides an overview of the research background, followed with a 
description of the research aims, objectives and approach. 
 
1.1 RESEARCH BACKGROUND 
Infrastructure, and in particular road infrastructure, is crucial in every country 
as it has a significant impact on national economic development (Burhani, 2012; 
Kwon, 2006). This is particularly true for developing countries such as Indonesia. 
The World Economic Forum Global Competitiveness Report 2012-2013 indicated 
that Indonesia is ranked 78 for infrastructure provision out of 144 countries, meaning 
that it is still far behind its neighbours, i.e., Malaysia (32), Thailand (46) and Brunei 
(57). Imbalanced infrastructure provision between urban and rural areas is still 
clearly indicated (Burhani, 2012; Rahayu, 2012; Mustajab, 2009; Mustajab, 2010). 
This illustrates the need for improving the provision of road infrastructure in 
Indonesia. Therefore, there is an urgency for the Indonesian government, to increase 
its infrastructure funding more equitably and evenly throughout Indonesia, 
particularly that focused on the development of rural infrastructure, in order to 
accelerate economic activities amongst local communities (Listiyanto, 2009; 
Pratomo, 2013). Thus, it can be seen that project selection plays an important role to 
determine the right projects that will be funded. 
The project selection process (PSP) in Indonesia is also known as 
Musrenbang1 and has been established since 1982 (Soerjodibroto, 2007). The current 
practices involved in the PSP incorporate a degree of public participation in the 
formal regional planning and budgeting process, which aimed at identifying the 
problems and the needs of communities, areas and regions more accurately (LGSP-
                                                 
1Musrenbang is an annual development planning forum that involves multi-stakeholder (i.e. 
government and non-government’s organisations and community representatives) and is conducted 
through several levels of decision-making, which is established from the community as the lowest 
level. This forum aims to synchronize the ‘bottom-up’ and the ‘top-down’ planning to reach mutual 
agreement on the budget prioritization of the programs/projects that will be funded (LGSP-USAID 
2007)  
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USAID, 2007; Government of Indonesia, 2004). However, the effectiveness of this 
process has been criticized as projects selected are frequently unable to fulfil the 
expectations of the communities that they have been designed to serve (LGSP-
USAID, 2007; Widiyanto, 2008; Soerjodibroto, 2008; Sarosa et al., 2008; ANTARA 
News, 2010).  
According to LGSP-USAID (2007), this process has been identified to be 
ineffective in part due to uneven commitment from regional leadership, limited 
legislative oversight of budget preparation and disbursement, little real influence of 
Musrenbang Process on resource allocations; limited capacity of civil society 
organisations (CSOs) to understand the planning process and to push for greater 
transparency change, the magnitude and complexity of issues in local planning and 
budgeting. In addition, Thamrin (2005) indicates several organisational issues, such 
as inadequate capable human resources, lack of managerial skills, lack of proper 
coordination and communication. Most of these problems are specifically related to 
behavioural issues, which according to Briggs and Little (2008), represents the 
culture of groups of people in organisations.  
Briggs and Little (2008), suggest that as organisations are evidently made up of 
societal beings, therefore the character of the persons in the group and the culture of 
the group facing a decision to be made, significantly impacts the processes and the 
outcomes. Cameron and Quinn (2011, p. 6) denote the strong influence of 
organisational culture (OC) on the performance and long-term effectiveness of 
organisation, and specify OC as the critical factor that differentiates between 
successful and less successful organisation. Strong evidence of the link between 
culture and performance has been discovered over the last decade (Kotter and 
Heskett, 1992; Denison and Mishra, 1995; Coffey, 2010; Cameron and Quinn, 2006, 
2005; Brown, 1998). As part of the study in organisational performance, the 
influence of organisational culture on decision-making has also been recognised 
(Vroom and Jago, 2007; Denison, 1990; Ogarca, 2008; Perry and Rainey, 1988).  In 
this particular context as illustrated above, project selection is described as a 
decision-making process which is conducted at an organisational level, involving 
multi-stakeholders and several levels of decision-making. Thus, the influence of OC 
is likely to have a strong impact on the decision-making effectiveness of the PSP. 
Adopting the concept of OC will, therefore, benefit the addressing of the identified 
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problems/ barriers to the current practices of PSP and will contribute to the 
implementation of project selection.  
Reviewing the existing research in the project selection arena, Puthamont and 
Charoenngam (2007) suggest that deciding on the right project to finance is a 
complex task that involves multiple objectives, constraints and stakeholders. Many 
factors influence the selection of projects, includes: budget constraints, technical 
aspects of the project, economic and political situations, social objectives, 
organisational needs, environmental issues, risks and uncertainties (Leinbach and 
Cromley, 1983; Garrett, 1991; Okpala, 1991; Mohanty, 1992; Rengarajan and 
Jagannathan, 1997; Jiang and Klein, 1999; Ababutain, 2002). These factors have led 
to several previous studies that are focused on the project selection area in both the 
private and public sectors and have resulted in the development of project selection 
strategies based on different types of projects (Okpala, 1991; Mohanty, 1992; 
Puthamont and Charoenngam, 2007; Medaglia et al., 2008). However, amongst these 
studies, the influence of OC on decision-making in project selection has been rarely 
discussed.  
At present, little research has been undertaken that specifically investigates the 
influence of organisational culture on project selection, especially in public sector 
cases, or in an Indonesian context. Generally, the difficulty is associated with 
accountability and conflict, and also the availability of reliable measures and data 
(Nutt, 2006; Perry and Rainey, 1988; Al-Yahya, 2009). Therefore, this research will 
not only contribute to the extant knowledge on this topic, but also, and significantly, 
to improving the DM effectiveness of the current practices of the PSP, by identifying 
more effective culture-driven strategies that can be applied to decision-making  
 
1.2 RESEARCH AIM 
Emanating from the environment explained in the previous section, and 
considering the influence of OC in decision-making, this study aims to investigate 
how organisational culture (OC) can actually impact on the decision-making (DM) 
effectiveness, and subsequently, how both can improve the current practices of the 
PSP in the Indonesian context. 
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1.3 RESEARCH APPROACH 
In order to achieve this aim, this thesis continues following the introduction 
and background with a discussion in the form of an extensive literature review as 
presented in Chapter 2, which provides an overview of the need for public 
infrastructure projects in Indonesia. This is followed by a review on project selection 
processes, and a review of organisational culture related to decision-making. 
Subsequently, Chapter 3 establishes the conceptual frameworks of the research, 
which leads to the development of the following three research questions:  
1. What is the current practice of the project selection process (PSP)? 
2. How does organisational culture (OC) influence the decision-making 
(DM) effectiveness of the PSP? 
3. How can the project selection process (PSP) be improved? 
Justification of the used research methods for each research questions is 
explained in detail in Chapter 3. This involves a questionnaire survey and semi-
structured interviews, as briefly described below: 
A questionnaire survey aims to respond the first research question, to examine 
the current practice of the PSP. This covers identification on the procedures and 
approaches in the PSP, the existing barriers to the current practice, the existing DM 
effectiveness of the PSP and the existing OC related to the DM effectiveness. The 
questionnaires were distributed to the two organisations (PU-BM and BAPPEDA) 
those involved in the PSP of road infrastructure projects at the regional level, in the 
three selected provinces (Bali, NTB, NTT). The findings are presented in Chapter 4, 
which involved descriptive analysis and exploratory factor analysis (EFA). 
The data obtained from this questionnaire survey was also used to respond the 
second research question, to determine the link between OC and DM effectiveness. 
This involves the assessment of the OC-dimensions using structural equation 
modelling (SEM) and the assessment of the OC-profile using the organisational 
culture assessment instrument (OCAI). The findings are presented in Chapter 5.  
The survey findings presented in both Chapter 4 and Chapter 5 are interpreted 
and discussed in Chapter 6. An OC based framework proposes for improving the DM 
effectiveness of the PSP was developed based on this discussion. Subsequently, this 
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OC based framework was validated externally using semi-structured interviews, 
which finally aim to respond the third research question, i.e. to determine the needs 
to be done to improve the current practice of the PSP. The discussions then lead to 
the conclusion of this study which is presented in Chapter 7.  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
2.1 INTRODUCTION 
This chapter provides a comprehensive understanding of current practice of the 
project selection process (PSP) in Indonesia and the influence of organisational 
culture (OC) on decision-making. This aims to provide fundamental knowledge for 
designing the research approach.  
This chapter is divided into three main parts. The first part describes the need 
for public infrastructure in Indonesia, which involves a discussion on the provision of 
public infrastructure in Indonesia and related issues. The second part presents a 
discussion on theoretical and empirical perspectives on project selection provided by 
scholars. It covers the definition and concept of project selection; measuring the 
effectiveness of the project selection process; and factors that influence the project 
selection process. The last part provides an overview of the link between 
organisational culture (OC) and decision-making (DM), which includes the 
definition and concept of OC; the influences of OC on the DM process; the OC 
studies in the public sector; and the dimensions of OC related to DM.  
 
2.2 THE NEED FOR PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE IN INDONESIA 
Infrastructure is a term used to define the physical structures, facilities and 
networks that provide essential supports to the society, such as roads, bridges, 
railway, water supply, sewer, power grids, telecommunications, and other public 
works (Chambers, 2007). Infrastructure importantly contributes to the economic 
productivity of the community (Weisdorf, 2007) and improves the societal standard 
of living (Fulmer, 2009).  
This research focuses on road infrastructure as this specialised form of 
infrastructure that has a strong impact on overall economic development (Kwon, 
2006; Prasetyo and Firdaus, 2009; Wiyanti, 2012). Based on the work of Kwon 
(2006) in Indonesia, it is suggested that increasing road investment by 1% will result 
in a 3% poverty reduction. Furthermore, (Donohoe, 2006) reported an imbalanced 
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infrastructure funding across the provinces in Indonesia. In line with this, Listiyanto 
(2009) claims  63.2%, of expenditure for roads is devoted to the western and middle 
parts of Indonesia, leaving only 36.8% of the eastern part. Citing these figures, Jafar 
(2007) argues that infrastructure should be equally provided throughout the country. 
There is justification therefore for the Indonesian government to be more responsive 
to the need to provide road infrastructure throughout the country in order to 
encourage much needed economic growth (Pratomo, 2013; Rahayu, 2012; Burhani, 
2012). 
The provision of road infrastructure throughout the country remains a 
challenge due to limited government budget (Mustajab, 2009; Mustajab, 2010) and 
ineffective current practice of the PSP have been identified (LGSP-USAID, 2007). 
According to Law UU No.22/1999 and Law No. 25/1999 (Government of Indonesia, 
1999a, 1999b) – the regional government has a higher proportion of financial 
authority to execute and manage expenditure on public infrastructure programmes in 
their region. Therefore, the provision of public infrastructure in regional areas should 
be well-maintained. However, this is not the case, as a large gap in road provisioning 
can still clearly be seen.  
Mustajab (2009) indicates that in 2006, most of Indonesia’s national roads are 
in good condition (i.e. 28 per cent in good condition and 54 per cent in moderate 
condition), provincial roads are well maintained (i.e. 11 per cent in good condition 
and 43 per cent in average condition), but most districts (regional) roads are in poor 
condition (i.e. more than half of the existing network had heavy or light damage) 
(Mustajab, 2010). Based on the construction statistics in 2005, Mustajab (2010) 
implies that there is imbalanced distribution of investment in road and bridge 
infrastructure, as 28 per cent of the total value of the investment was allocated and 
concentrated in West Java compared to the other provinces in Indonesia. Similarly, 
Ja'far (2007) highlights that infrastructure in the more remote or rural areas, which 
have low potential economic growth, tend to be unnoticed. Furthermore, problems 
associated with inadequate maintenance cause the roads to deteriorate before their 
full life expectation (Triastuti, 2004). Slow response times to repairing a number of 
seriously deteriorated road sections were still frequently reported and in some cases, 
the actions eventually taken for road reconstruction were finally executed after a 
several year waiting period (Ramdhan, 2012; BDB, 2013  ; BP, 2013). This situation 
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suggests that selecting the ‘right’ project for the ‘right’ location, i.e., implementing 
an effective project selection project selection process (PSP) is, therefore, important 
to improve this situation. This also indicates the strong need to provide adequate road 
infrastructure throughout the country and to particularly focus on improving the 
provision and quality of roads in the regional/rural/district areas. 
 
2.2.1 The provision of public infrastructure in Indonesia (the current practice) 
The provision of public infrastructure projects in Indonesia involves several 
departments and is conducted through several levels of decision-making. According 
to Law UU no 25/2004 (Government of Indonesia, 2004) the system of national 
development planning is conducted by the government and the community in central, 
provincial and regional levels to result in development planning for annual, middle-
term and long-term planning. The arrangement of forums / meetings for the 
development planning at the level of provincial, regional / city are coordinated by the 
Regional Development Planning Agency (Badan Perencanaan Pembangunan Daerah/ 
BAPPEDA) and this forum is known as “Musrenbang” (Musyawarah Perencanaan 
Pembangunan/ Development Planning Consultation). Musrenbang is a public 
consultation forum which involves multi stakeholders (government and community’s 
representatives) aims at synchronizing and reaching agreement on project’s priority 
and budget allocation (LGSP-USAID, 2007) 
In more detail, Musrenbang is conducted through a number of decision-making 
levels, as follows (LGSP-USAID, 2007, p. 2): 
1. At the community level 
The purpose of Musrenbang is to reach agreement on the programme priorities 
of the local government operational units (Satuan Kerja Perangkat Daerah – SKPD) 
to be funded from the local annual budgets (Anggaran Pendapatan and Belanja 
Daerah – APBD) and village allocation funds, and to select the community and 
government representatives who will attend the Musrenbang at sub-district level. 
2. At the sub-district level 
The role and function of Musrenbang is to reach consensus and agreement on 
the: 
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a) Prioritization of programmes and activities undertaken by SKPD and 
functions to be discussed at the SKPD forum. 
b) Selection of sub district representatives to attend the Musrenbang at 
district level. 
3. At the district level 
The function of Musrenbang is to reach consensus and agreement on the draft 
final Annual Local Government Work Plan and Budget (Rencana Kerja Pemerintah 
Daerah – RKPD). It consists of: 
a) Direction of regional development policy  
b) Direction for priority programmes/ activities and indicative budget of the 
working plans of the local government operational units (Renja SKPD) 
c) Macro-economic and financial framework  
d) Priority of programs and activities proposed for funding by the APBD, 
APBD Province, and other sources of funds 
e) Recommendations for regulatory support from provincial and Central 
Government 
f) Budget allocation for the village allocation fund (through Alokasi Dana 
Desa – ADD) 
In addition, the following list details the regulations for conducting 
Musrenbang (LGSP-USAID, 2007). 
1. Law No. 32/2004 on Regional Governance 
2. Law No. 25/2004 on National Development Planning  
3. Joint Ministerial Decree 2006 on Musrenbang 
4. Joint Ministerial Decree 2007 sets new procedures, process and mechanism 
for conducting Musrenbang.  
Law no 25 year 2004 (Government of Indonesia, 2004), also indicates that 
there are 5 (five) approaches to be used in the planning process, covers political, 
technical, participative, top-bottom and bottom-up approach. Despite the well-
intentioned of procedures and approaches in the PSP, however, the current practice 
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has been recognised as being inadequate in providing better services for communities 
(Donohoe, 2006; Sarosa et al., 2008; Widiyanto, 2008; Soerjodibroto, 2007, 2008; 
Ja'far, 2007; Listiyanto, 2009). This is due to several problems as reviewed in the 
next section.  
 
2.2.2 Problems Related to the Provision of Public Infrastructure Projects 
There have been problems identified regarding the effectiveness of the current 
practice of the PSP (Musrenbang). The following describes several challenges faced 
by the implementation of PSP (Musrenbang): 
According to the report of LGSP-USAID (2007), there is a limited capacity of 
civil society organisations (CSOs) to understand the complex planning process and 
poor quality and limited transparency of information provided by the regional 
government to participants. The CSOs often participate in an evaluation of budgets 
after the money is spent (LGSP-USAID, 2007). Ginting (2012) also indicated that 
the involvement of society/ community in participative planning is much seen during 
the stage of investigation and identifying of the problems (at the community level), 
but is not at the stage of assessment related to the available resources, detailed steps 
and budget planning. During the participation process, the community does not 
exactly know what activities/projects that should be proposed, and how much budget 
is available (blind participation) (Ginting, 2012). This suggests a lack of meaningful 
community empowerment (Aswad et al., 2012) and a failure of the participation 
process (Ginting, 2012).  
There is unequal commitment from regional leadership to introduce 
participatory development (LGSP-USAID, 2007). Ginting (2012) indicates that 
community participation is just for formality to indicate that the process of 
participation has been conducted according to the regulations. Irawan (2011) denotes 
that assessment of budget allocation for the proposed project is influenced by 
political factors, which is even more dominant at higher levels of Musrenbang. 
Meanwhile, LGSP-USAID (2007) signifies that there is limited legislative oversight 
of budget preparation and disbursement. The Regional House Representatives 
(Dewan Perwakilan Rakyat Daerah/ DPRD) are now actively involved in the 
budgeting process, but they fail to consult with constituents in public forums to 
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define community needs, or to prepare information and analysis for budget debates. 
This leads to a lack of credible oversight at all stages of budgeting. This process 
remains dominated by regional government leaders and the Regional House 
Representatives (DPRD) and there is a strong political party influence on resource 
allocations (LGSP-USAID, 2007; Ginting, 2012). 
LGSP-USAID (2007) indicates a variety of complex societal issues are 
involved in budget prioritization, however, there is an inadequate quality of research 
to create reliable policies. Emanating from these problems, a number of criticisms 
regarding to the final decisions arise, such as societal dissatisfaction due to many 
project proposals generated from community level cannot be fully accommodated by 
Musrenbang at the higher level (ANTARA News, 2010; Azimah, 2009; Irawan, 
2011). 
 
2.2.3 A small preliminary study on the current practice of the PSP 
Due to the limited research available currently that actually provides an 
overview of the existing project selection, a small preliminary study was conducted 
by this researcher to gather relevant information to guide the development of the 
main study. This preliminary study was carried out by interviewing (in open-ended 
questioning) several relevant government organisations i.e.: Local Government 
Planning Agency (Badan Perencanaan Daerah/ BAPPEDA) and Department of 
Public Work (Dinas Pekerjaan Umum – Bina Marga/ PU-BM) in Bali province. 
BAPPEDA is the government institution that coordinates the project planning 
process and the PU-BM is the government organisation that responsible to 
accomplish road infrastructure projects. The interviews were conducted to obtain 
more information related to the current implementation of the project selection 
process; to identify the related problems; and to establish liaison with the relevant 
institutions regarding the plan for conducting the main survey.  
In this preliminary study, two main questions were addressed in order to 
identify the current practice and process of undertaking project selection (project 
planning process). These were: (1) how is the process carried out? (2) What are the 
particular problems that are mostly found in the process in each level of decision-
making?  
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The answers obtained from these interviews can be summarised as follows:  
The process is conducted using the same procedures in every region based on 
Law No. 25/2004 (National Development Planning system), through the three levels 
of decision-making as described in the previous section (at section 2.2.1). The most 
common problems are the large number of proposed projects compared to the budget 
limitation and unmatched criteria of project scale funding due to a gap of perception 
between communities and government. For example, in the case of road projects, 
communities propose road projects that are mostly located close to their area/village 
as it benefits their activities and enhances their productivity related to the 
transportation of their crops. This kind of proposal reflects the real need of the 
communities and subsequently supports economic development of this area. On the 
other hand, the government has found that the proposed projects are not really 
suitable to be funded based on being regional scale projects. This is because the 
roads are not categorised as regional roads, but are more correctly classified as 
village roads, in addition, there is very limited available budget particularly at the 
community level. In exceptional cases, a road which has functioned to support access 
to a cultural heritage location and is used by many people can be funded although it 
is not classified as a regional road.  
In these interviews, several project selection criteria were defined, such as: 
• the proposed projects will be synchronised with the regular government 
project-planning expenditures;  
• the proposed project will be matched with the program (vision and 
mission) of the elected political party;  
• the proposed project must be able to demonstrate improved economic 
benefit for location;   
• five approaches (i.e., political, technocratic, participatory, top-bottom and 
bottom-up planning approaches) will be considered to prioritize the 
proposed projects. However, it was also indicated that political approach 
has dominantly influenced the decisions.  
Regarding these criteria, the government claims that there are limited human 
resources at the community level capable of identifying the right projects. 
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Comparing the reviews of the current practice of the PSP based on the existing 
literature (Section 2.2.1) and the small preliminary study (Section 2.2.2), there are 
several points to be highlighted. The ineffectiveness of the PSP is indicated due to 
several similar problems such as:  
• limited budget compared to the number of the project proposals; 
• poor quality and inadequate transparent information provided by the 
regional/local government to the participants and limited capacity and 
understanding of the civil society organisations (CSOs) to understand the 
complex planning process. This creates a gap of perceptions between 
communities and government, which results to inaccurate identifying of 
projects’ urgency. 
• Unequal commitment of the regional leadership to introduce participatory 
development. This creates meaningless internal stakeholder involvement in 
the PSP. The process is conducted just for formality that the process is 
conducted according to the regulation (inadequate motivation). 
• inadequate meaningful involvement of the external stakeholders (lack of 
community empowerment and meaningless participation); 
• inadequate well communication and coordination between the related 
government operational units and also with the community and 
government thus, the right information cannot be effectively delivered, 
which influence the quality of decisions (i.e.: to meet the project goals and 
the organisation’s mission).  
• human resources issues, e.g.: limited human resources at the community 
level those capable in identifying the right projects; inadequate motivation 
and commitment of the employees to conduct PSP properly 
• Political influence still remains an issue. 
Most of the problems indicated above, including the poor quality and 
transparency of information that generate the gap in the perception of the community 
and the government, unequal commitment and inadequate involvement of different 
levels of relevant employees in organisations, and inadequate communication 
between stakeholders, are closely related to the way of people (individuals) interact 
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with one and another within inside and outside the organisation. These weaknesses 
clearly influence the results of the decision-making in organisations. Briggs and 
Little (2008) define these particular behaviours as representational of the culture of 
groups of people in organisations that influences the way that people interact, act and 
decide. Therefore, understanding the influence of organisational culture on the 
decision-making process can help the understanding and reduction the indicated 
problems.  
The specified problems also strengthen the research problem under 
investigation and support the justification for the research problems regarding the 
need to improve the effectiveness of the current practice of the PSP. Further 
investigation that involved more data (sample) is required to provide more accurate 
identification on the existing barriers. 
 
2.3 PROJECT SELECTION 
Mantel et al. (2011, p. 10) state that as generally an organisation will have a 
specific proper mission declaration and policy, the chosen projects must be 
consistent with the intended goals of the organisation. Hence, the authors (ibid, 2011, 
p. 10) define project selection as the process that aims to assess single projects or 
groups of projects, and afterward to select the right project(s) that enable the 
organisation to achieve their objectives. According to Burke (2007), project selection 
constitutes the beginning phase of the project life-cycle, often known as the ‘concept 
and initiation’ stage. Morris (2013, p. 154) determines that this stage covers the 
following phases: conceptions, appraisal, and selection. Phillips (2008) suggests the 
importance of this stage as the client’s requirements and goals, the likely constraints 
on progress, the feasibility studies and the evaluation of alternatives are established, 
in order to help the client to make a decision whether to move on. Based on these 
views, the term ‘project selection’ used in this study refers to the use of a decision-
making process to select a project which if carried out correctly, should satisfy the 
needs of the community that it is designed to serve, i.e., in short, the ‘right’ project. 
The activities in the project selection process are crucial and are undertaken in 
many organisations. There is a particular need to provide good governance of the 
selection process in this phase, and so, before moving to the next stage (design and 
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development phase), it is critical to ensure that the selected project is the right one. 
Burke (2007) emphasizes that selecting the wrong project may lead ultimately to a 
greater risk of project failure. Thus, failure of a project to satisfy the demand can lead 
to users’ rejection and the projects lack of usefulness.  
 
2.3.1 Measuring the Effectiveness of Project Selection Process 
As previously described, project selection is characterised as a decision-making 
process, thus its effectiveness can be measured based on the concept of decision-
making. There are several criteria for effective decision-making proposed by 
scholars. Mack et al. (2004) indicate that there are a number of effective decision-
making models, such as the “rational model”, the “political model”, and the “garbage 
can model”. Cohen et al. (1972, p.16) propose a garbage can model to address the 
decision situation in the organisation that facing “problematic preferences, unclear 
technology and fluid participation”. This model facilitates problems, solutions, and 
participants to move from one option and to another, so that the nature of selection, 
the time required and the problems solved entirely be influenced by a comparatively 
complex interconnecting of components (Cohen et al., 1972, p.16). Similar to this 
approach for a decision-making process with particular constrained conditions, 
Simon (1979) commenting on the theories of decision making in economics and 
behavioural science, recommends a bounded rationality model to address the 
limitations faced by the decision makers in related to the information held, their 
cognitive limitation and the time constraint to reach a decision. This model was 
developed as an alternative to mathematical modelling of decision making which was 
frequently used in economics and associated fields.  
However, Mack et al. (2004) argue that these models are solely theoretical in 
nature and are infrequently seen in action in the real world. Therefore, instead of 
using one of the existing decision-making models, a set of seven steps forming a 
decision-making process is proposed, as this offers a rational, logical and sequential 
approach to managerial decision-making and can be used by small groups. The steps 
are: 1. Understanding the organisation; 2. Defining the objectives of the decision; 3. 
Identifying and prioritizing the factors that influence the decisions; 4. Collecting 
information needed to make the decision, and generating decision options; 5. 
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Evaluating options, and make the best choice; 6. Developing an action plan, and 
implement the decision; 7. Monitoring the consequences.  
Similarly to the approach of Mack et al. (2004), parallel models have also been 
proposed by other authors, although they are not stated in the same number of steps,. 
For instance, Virine and Trumper (2008) determine that the process of decision 
analysis can be facilitated through four phases: decision-framing; modelling the 
situation; quantitative analysis; implementation, monitoring and review. Robbins 
(2005) provides six steps in the rational decision-making model, that is: define the 
problem; identify the decision criteria; allocate weight to the criteria; develop the 
alternatives; evaluate the alternatives; and select the best alternative. Referring to 
these approaches, the elements have common characteristics to the classic approach 
of decision-making (Adair, 2010). Adair (2010) provides a basic model of effective 
decision-making that consists of five stages, which are: define objectives; collect 
information; develop options; evaluate and decide; and monitor consequences. The 
only different element to the approach proposed by Mack et al. (2004) is to 
“understand the organisation‟ which is placed as the first step and aims to identify 
the existing barriers to good decision-making in the organisation.  
As the available project selection strategies are developed for a specific 
purpose, thus in order to make sure that they are suitable for certain specific projects, 
it is important to understand the basic content that should exist in project selection 
strategies. Adair (2010) suggests that the set of guidelines of the classic approach can 
be used for any type of decision-making process. Therefore, this study adopted the 
classic approach to measure the effectiveness of the current practice of the PSP, 
which should be achieved through these following main steps: 
1. Define the problem and set the objective 
2. Collect relevant information 
3. Generate feasible options (modelling the situation and quantitative analysis: 
i.e., identify the decision criteria and allocate weight to the criteria) 
4. Evaluate and decide (evaluate and select the best alternative) 
5. Monitor consequences (implement and evaluation) 
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Parallel to this, Vroom (2003) propose a normative decision-making model 
(Vroom and Jago, 2007), which was developed based on previous empirical studies 
on participation in decision making (Vroom, 1969; Vroom and Yetton, 1973). This 
model suggests five different decision-making approaches that should be selected by 
the decision makers depending on the situation, as follows (Vroom, 2003):  
1. Decide. – This type of approach is adopted in the situation where the 
decision-maker makes the decision by his/her self and later, reveals it to 
the group. He/she could employ his/her capability in gathering appropriate 
information to the problem from the group or others. 
2. Consult (individually). – This type of approach is applied in the situation 
where the decision-maker generates the decision after explaining the 
problem and conducting individual consultation with the members of the 
group to obtain their recommendations. 
3. Consult (Group): – This type of approach is adopted in the situation in 
which the decision maker creates the decision after communicating/ 
consulting the problem in the group meeting to obtain the ideas/ advices 
from the members. 
4. Facilitate – This type of approach is employed when the decision maker 
acts as a facilitator in a decision-making process, i.e., by presenting the 
problem in the group meeting, facilitating them to identify the problem 
that must be resolved and specifying the parameters for the decision to be 
made. This approach aims to reach a consensus decision.  
5. Delegate – This type of approach is taken if the decision-maker indirectly 
involves in a decision-making process. He/she authorizes (delegates) the 
group to make the decision within given boundaries. 
According to Vroom (2003), the five approaches above show the increasing 
level of participation and the related leadership style in decision-making. This is 
started from “decide” or “non-participative side” or “autocratic style”, to “delegate” 
or “participative side”. Vroom (2003, p. 969) reveals that each of these approaches 
will give different impact on the four outcomes of the decision, i.e.: 
• The quality of decision - A high-quality decision is indicated by the 
consistence of the selected action with the organisation’s goals and with 
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the available relevant information. Thus, it enables the achievement of the 
organisation’s goals.  
• Implementation – Implementation of the decision is influenced by the 
extent to which the organisation’ members understand and support the 
decision. 
• Time (cost) required to make a decision usually increase with the amount 
of participation, particularly which aims to reach consensus among various 
perspectives. However, participation can support the development of 
human resources.  
• Development – the members of an organisation can learn the 
consequences of decisions and be responsible towards its implications 
during their participation/ involvement. Participation can support a team-
building that generates positive relationships among the members and 
bonds them into a team. 
Vroom (2003) indicates the first two outcomes above, i.e. ‘decision quality’ 
and ‘implementation’ as the components of decision effectiveness, while the other 
two, i.e. ‘time’ and ‘development’ as the components of the efficiency of the 
decision-making process. 
As previously described, the current practice of project selection in Indonesia 
involved a certain degree of public participation, in which according to Vroom 
(2003) it is a more participative decision making process. However, its effectiveness 
has been criticized due to the decisions are frequently unable to satisfy the served 
community. Therefore, there is a need to measure the effectiveness of the current 
practice of the PSP either in term of the ‘outcomes of the decisions’, as suggested by 
Vroom (2003), which is defined by how successful the process: 
• to produce a high quality decisions, i.e., the projects that fit the intended 
goals/needs and prioritize the projects based on urgency (quality, budget 
and time);  
• to create necessary equal commitment between stakeholders (both 
government and communities) to implement the process effectively 
• to ensure the decision made in a timely manner/ at the right time;  
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• to develop group members’ knowledge and expertise, to promote team-
work relationships between stakeholders and to improve their feeling of 
being an important and valued part of the organisation, thus, enhance 
information flow and achieve stakeholders’ satisfaction as they feel a 
valued part of the organisation. 
In summary, the effectiveness of the PSP should be measured both in terms of 
the process and the outcomes.  
 
2.3.2 Factors Influence Project Selection 
Project selection is a complex decision-making process in that it can be 
influenced by many factors or criteria. Normally, organisations prefer to select 
projects that require minimum investment, a low degree of technical competency and 
that can be completed in the shortest possible time with the highest capital return 
potential (Puthamont and Charoenngam, 2007). However, these kinds of projects are 
rarely easily found in most real world situations. There is a well-developed body of 
research in the project selection field, which provides various perspectives in 
assessing project selection. Several of these studies were focused on the criteria for 
project selection which are determined in related to a certain type of project, as 
presented in Table 2.1.  
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Table 2.1  Existing study of factors that influence the project selection process 
Author (s) Criteria/ influential factors : Type of project 
(Leinbach and 
Cromley, 1983) 
Road project selection variables: 
1. Total population 
2. Threshold population 
3. Total agriculture land 
4. Potential agriculture land 
5. Resource conversion requirement 
6. Higher order connection 
7. Internal access 
8. Integrated development scheme 
9. Daily market distance 
10. Facilities served 
11. Road length 
12. Bridge costs 
13. Estate land 
14. Off season unemployment 
15. Competing road 
16. Distance to surface materials 
17. Project cost total 
18. Self-help level 
19. Project constructed   
 
Rural road project  
in Indonesia 
(A goal programming 
approach) 
(Garrett, 1991) 
 
Amongst the four examined factors  
(resource use, community, politics, and agency 
constraints), three factors are significantly influence:  
• economic,  
• social, and organisational factors 
while political factor were not statistically significant 
road improvement 
investment by the 
central government 
(Okpala, 1991) Selection criteria: 
1. Availability of capital 
2. Economic situation 
3. Profitability 
4. Political situation 
5. Benefit 
6. Management  
7. Competitive activities 
8. Viability 
9. Uncertainty and risk level 
10. Project competitiveness 
 
Construction project 
selection 
(Mohanty, 
1992) 
Intrinsic criteria: 
1. Project-identification ability 
2. Resources requirements and abilities  
3. Past experiences of the organisation in 
managing projects 
4. Management attitudes 
5. The time horizon of the project 
 
Extrinsic criteria 
1. The risk / return ratio 
2. The market environment 
3. Government policies and regulations 
4. The socio-economic climate 
5. Legal and technological implications 
 
General project 
selection 
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Author (s) Criteria/ influential factors : Type of project 
(Rengarajan 
and 
Jagannathan, 
1997) 
Selection criteria: 
1. Successful completion of the project 
2. Work related to existing products/ process 
3. Manufacturing plants association in selecting 
the research programs 
4. Patenting  
5. Publishing to the work done 
6. Social objectives 
7. Image of the organisation 
8. Duration of project 
9. Cost of project 
10. Space availability 
11. Availability of executive manpower 
12. Availability of technical support staff 
 
R & D (research and 
development) 
 Project selection 
(Jiang and 
Klein, 1999) 
Selection criteria: 
1. Financial related criteria 
2. Organisational needs related criteria 
3. Technical related criteria 
4. Risk related criteria 
5. Management support related criteria 
 
IS project selection 
(Ababutain, 
2002) 
Selection criteria: 
1. Promotor’s qualifications 
2. Project evaluations 
3. Financial feasibility 
4. Implementation requirements 
5. Socio-economic effects 
BOT Projects/ 
(Using AHP) 
Project 
Appraisal 
Document of 
World Bank, 
Cited from 
(Puthamont 
and 
Charoenngam, 
2007) 
Selection criteria: 
1. Project development objective 
2. Strategic context 
3. Project description 
4. Project rationale 
5. Project analysis 
6. Sustainability and risks 
7. Main conditions 
8. Readiness for implementation 
9. Compliance with bank policies 
 
Infrastructure project 
selection 
(Puthamont 
and 
Charoenngam, 
2007) 
Selection criteria: 
1. Factor related to the nation and MOD 
2. Factor related to national security 
3. Factor related to project rationale 
4. Factor related to project feasibility 
5. Factor related to investment analysis 
6. Factor related to readiness for 
implementation 
7. Factor related to benefits and evaluation 
8. Factor related to project impact 
9. Factor related to the socio-economic and 
political environment 
These factors were examined against the three stages 
in project selection process, namely: conceptual stage, 
design stage and final approval stage. 
 
Three most important factors in the conceptual stage: 
1. Project objectives 
2. Project rationale 
3. Mission of MOD 
Construction project 
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Author (s) Criteria/ influential factors : Type of project 
Three most important factors in the design stage: 
1. Readiness to implement 
2. Conformance to regulations and laws 
3. Project budget 
 
Three most important factors in the final approval  
stage: 
1. Project objective 
2. Action plan of MOD 
3. Project rationale 
 
(Liang and Li, 
2008) 
 
Selection criteria, based on: 
Benefits (B), Opportunities (O), Costs (C) and Risks 
(R). 
Enterprise information 
systems,  
Monte Carlo &Analytic 
network process (ANP) 
(Putri, 2011) Selection criteria: 
1. Road condition  
2. Traffic volume 
3. Economic 
4. Land use 
5. Policy  
 
Regional road project  
Using AHP 
 
Amongst the various factors specified by these authors shown in Table 2.1, 
apparently those most influential for project selection that mostly indicated are 
related to: resources/ financial availability, project objectives, benefits, opportunities, 
cost and risk of the project, consideration of the economic impact resulting from the 
project, technical aspects of the project, e.g., road condition, traffic volume,, 
environmental impacts and project risks, organisational aspects, political situation, 
and policy (regulations).  
Emanating from the various factors that influence project selection, an 
enormous range of methods/ approaches for project selection has been developed 
according to the existing literature. This leads to many research studies emphasizing 
the development of models for multi-criteria or multi-objectives project selection 
using certain types of selection methodsaimed at ranking the project’s proposals, 
such as: the mathematical programming models (Carazo et al., 2009; Yanzhang and 
Shengju, 1997; Iniestra and Gutiérrez, 2009; Liesiö et al., 2008; Medaglia et al., 
2007; Medaglia et al., 2008; Kandil et al., 2010), the 0-1 goal programming 
(Leinbach and Cromley, 1983; Santhanam and Kyparisis, 1995; Schniederjans and 
Santhanam, 1993), the analytical hierarchy process (AHP) (Al Khalil, 2002; 
Mafakheri et al., 2007; Putri, 2011), the analytical network process (ANP) (Cheng 
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and Li, 2005; Wey, 2008), the decision support system (DSS) (Darullail, 2003; 
Ghasemzadeh and Archer, 2000; Tian et al., 2005; Omar et al., 2009), the fuzzy sets 
theory (Avineri et al., 2000; Yeh and Chang, 2009) and also the use of combination 
methods/approaches (Lee and Kim, 2001). In addition, many researchers in this area 
have focused on the development of modelling frameworks for project selection, 
such as the integrated framework (Archer and Ghasemzadeh, 1999) and dynamic 
planning (Lee et al., 2006). 
However, this raises an important question, can these strategies be successfully 
implemented in different organisations or countries to achieve the same goals? 
Project selection is a decision-making process, which is generally conducted at an 
organisational level. The existing literature suggest that the way people interact in the 
organisations which refer to as the culture of an organisation (Deal and Kennedy, 
1982) significantly effects the processes and the outcome of decisions (Briggs and 
Little, 2008), as indicated by several examples below.  
PSP cannot be separated from the issue of stakeholder involvement. Bourne 
and Walker (2005) suggest that stakeholders can be a considerable asset because they 
can contribute knowledge, insight and support in shaping a project brief as well as 
facilitating its execution, which is also implied by Han et al. (2010) . Vroom and 
Jago (2007) highlight the effects of participation (stakeholder involvement) as 
particularly related to an organisation’s efforts to attain its goals. This includes: job 
satisfaction, quality of decisions, commitment to decisions, development, and time. 
Kitapci and Sezen (2007) show that participation in decision-making directly affects 
improvement efforts and has an indirect relationship ultimately with quality. On the 
other hand, Lines (2004), who conducted research in participative practice in public 
sector, found that the effect of participation on performance is low. In the light of 
these apparently conflicting views, there is a clear need to re-examine the influence 
of this cultural trait (participation/stakeholder involvement) on decision-making. It is 
particularly related to the PSP which also involves public participation. 
Brown (1998) suggests that OC directly impacts the formulation of strategy 
and influences the implementation of strategy. In line with this, Al-Yahya (2009) 
demonstrates that participation (also defined as “share power-influence”) in decision-
making is influenced by elements of organisational culture (including: involvement, 
teamwork, management/supervision and morale). The influence of OC, therefore, 
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should not be disregarded when developing the strategies for improving project 
selection. However, the influence of OC in decision-making is little emphasized in 
the existing research within the project selection area. 
Considering that the PSP in Indonesia is conducted at a distinctly 
organisational level and the identified problems related to the current practices are 
much related to the inherent organisational culture elements/ traits, therefore, it is 
important to consider how OC can actually impact on DM effectiveness and how this 
can leverage to improve the current practices of PSP. The influence of OC on the 
decision-making process can be seen, for example as the way people share 
information and knowledge, communicate the goals of organisation, coordinate team 
work, and in the leaders’ commitment, which are also indicated to be the root cause 
of some of the problems related to the current practices of PSP, as reviewed in the 
previous sections of this chapter. It is believed that OC can provide a critical 
approach to address the existing problems/ barriers in PSP and should also be 
employed as a basis for improving the current practices of PSP and for supporting 
the implementation of any project selection strategies. 
 
2.4 ORGANISATIONAL CULTURE AND DECISION-MAKING 
Fellows and Liu (2013) provide various philosophical perspectives in studying 
culture theory and developed a culture spectrum of concept based on previous work 
(Fellows, 2006) to illustrate the level of perspective applied in cultural research. 
Fellows and Liu (2013, p.404) distinguish the culture spectrum into three main 
levels, i.e. personality, culture and quasi-cultures, and human nature; - and imply that 
the boundaries between them are unclear. Referring to this cultural spectrum, the 
study undertaken focussed on the second level (the culture and ‘quasi-cultures’). 
Fellows and Liu (2013, p. 404) determine that this particular level covers four sub-
levels, i.e. project atmosphere, organisational climate, organisational culture and 
national culture. Organisational climate is described as the internal part of 
organisational culture, in which both are closely related (Coffey, 2010, p. 33).  In 
order to distinguish them,  Coffey (2010, p. 33) adopted the work of Tagiuri and 
Litwin (1968, p. 27) who determined that climate is the relatively long-term value 
held inside of the organisation’s atmosphere that is felt by the people in the 
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organisation and that impacts on their attitude/ behaviour. Denison (1996, p. 619) 
states that organisational culture is illustrated as ‘the deep structure of organisations’, 
that is ingrained in ‘the values, beliefs and assumptions’ of the people in the 
organisation, while ‘climate’ is illustrated as the organisational atmosphere that is 
established in the value system of the organisations. Coffey (2010, p. 33) adapted the 
illustration of the culture and climate of organisations from Schauber (2002) who 
indicates climate as the internal parts of the organisational culture. This study, 
however, limited its scope to just “organisational culture”. 
According to Robbins (2005, p. 9), the concept of ‘organisational culture’ is 
derived from the fields of psychology, anthropology and behavioural studies. There 
are numerous definitions of organisational culture stated by researchers. Schein 
(1990) determines culture as ‘a pattern of shared basic assumptions that a group has 
learned as it solved its problems of external adaptation and internal integration, that 
has worked well enough to be considered valid and therefore, to be taught to new 
members as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to those 
problems’. Hofstede (2001, p. 9) defines culture as ‘the collective programming of 
the mind which distinguishes the members of one group from another’. Denison 
(1990, p. 175) describes organisational culture as a well-embedded code of conduct 
and a template for adaptation. Culture is often understood as being abstract, complex, 
obsolete and irrelevant to business issues. However an organisation's culture is 
concrete, constantly undergoing change, has staunch basic values and is the thread 
that strings together strategy and effectiveness in an organisation. Having regard to 
this definition, culture must be examined not only as a cause, but also as an effect 
(Denison, 1990). Hill and Jones (2001, p.240) describe organisational culture as ‘the 
specific collection of values and norms that are shared by people and groups in an 
organisation and that control, the way they interact with each other and with 
stakeholders outside the organisation’. Similarly, Alvesson (2002, p.1) describes it as 
‘the way of people in a company think, feel, value and act are guided by ideas, 
meanings and beliefs of a cultural (socially shared) nature’. Robbins (2005, p. 485) 
illustrates an organisational culture as ‘a system of shared meaning held by members 
that distinguishes the organisation from other organisations’. Whereas, Coffey (2010, 
p. 32) researching into the organisational culture of construction companies in Hong 
Kong adopts the definition of Bates and Plog (1990) which describes organisational 
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culture as ‘the system of shared beliefs, values, customs, behaviours and artifacts that 
the members of society use to cope with their world and with one another, and that 
are transmitted from generation to generation through learning’. 
Based on these views, organisational culture is illustrated as something that is 
intangible, but nevertheless is capable of merging into organisational activities. As 
observed above, organisational culture influences the way people think and feel, and 
their beliefs, shared values and acts, thus it is highly likely that it influences their 
decisions and the way they perform their work. Such influence can be seen in the 
way people work as a team, act and cooperate in their teamwork to achieve the set 
goals, and also how people think, prioritize and decide to select particular projects.  
Producing high quality decisions is a major part of the critical effort required to 
achieve organisational performance. A large body of evidence linking culture and 
performance has been discovered over the last decade (Martin, 1992; Denison, 1990; 
Denison and Mishra, 1995; Cameron and Quinn, 2011; Coffey, 2010). These studies, 
many of which have primarily been conducted in the private sector, have found that 
there is a significant influence exerted by organisational culture on organisational 
performance. Although the decision-making process is crucial in any organisation 
and does have a significant influence on the overall organisational performance, only 
limited empirical studies that investigate in depth how culture actually influences the 
decision-making process, in particular in the public sector, have been undertaken 
(Al-Yahya, 2009).  
Allied with the previously described works, the following authors provide 
several concepts and evidences on how organisational cultures may influence 
organisation’s performance. For instance, Kotter and Heskett (1992) and Martin 
(1992) highlight that a variety of cultures can be present in an organisation, some 
which may hinder its performance, while others may enhance it. Robbins (2005) 
states that a strong culture provides stability to an organisation, however, it can also 
be a major barrier for some organisations to change. In line with this, Brown (1995, 
1998) states that organisational culture can directly affect strategy formulation and 
implementation. He (ibid, 1998) also emphasizes that the most effective cultures are 
those that are not only strong (in the sense of being consistent), but actively involve 
large numbers of individuals in consultative and decision-making processes.  
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From the above examples, it can be summarised that organisational culture 
clearly influences the performance of an organisation, the formulation and the 
implementation of strategies, and the process of decision-making. Therefore, 
understanding this concept is critical and useful for providing a structured approach 
to the research into problems relating to barriers in implementing the current 
practices of PSP in Indonesia 
 
2.4.1 The influence of Organisational Culture on the Decision-making Process 
As described in the previous section that the existing research examining the 
link between OC and decision-making (DM) is well-established, however, it is little 
discussed/emphasized in relation to the project selection area. This section, therefore, 
provides a review of the influence of OC on the DM process. 
Several previous studies indicate that OC influences many aspects of decision-
making (DM) processes, such as information flow, teamwork, morale-climate, 
power-influence, participation and involvement (Al-Yahya, 2009; Glaser et al., 1987; 
Zamanou and Glaser, 1994; Vroom and Jago, 2007; Denison and Mishra, 1995). In 
addition, Al-Yahya (2009) found that OC has a strong positive impact on perceived 
work-related-outcomes (WRO) that include, job satisfaction, decision quality, 
motivation, information sharing and acceptance of authorized decisions. He (ibid 
2009) claims that OC is a key driver for participation in decision-making.  
Briggs and Little (2008) highlight several aspects of an organisation’s culture 
that can lead to areas of neglect during decision-making processes, namely: 
• the decisions about information requirements never really involved the 
people who actually used the information to make their decisions;   
• Consideration was never given as to whether or not the business model 
implicit in the new system was consistent with the activities of the affected 
groups;  
• Decisions were based purely on a search for optimality;  
• Issues of local concern were dismissed as unimportant to the overall 
decision-making process; and,  
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• Decisions were also made with virtually no consultation with users of the 
current system,  
These aspects have contributed to the resultant failure of organisations to achieve 
optimal project objectives.  
OC also influences the formulation and implementation of strategies in several 
ways and Brown (1998, p.243) notes that at least there are five ways of how OC 
directly influences the formulation of strategy, i.e., culture acts as a perception filter, 
affects the interpretation of information, sets moral and ethical standards, provides 
rules, norms and heuristics for action; and also influences how power and authority 
are exerted in generating decisions concerning the direction to follow. Thus, 
formulated strategy is a cultural ‘artefact’ that provides guidance for employees to 
recognize their responsibilities (position) in the organisation (Brown, 1998).  
Ogarca (2008) determines that whilst organisational culture significantly 
influences the decision process, it acts in an insidious way, both upon the decision 
environment, because of its heterogeneous structure, and also upon the decision-
makers. Accordingly, the development of a strategy for project selection process 
should not disregard organisational culture aspects in order to ensure its ultimate 
practicality. Reviewing the current project selection process by considering the 
existing organisational culture aspects is therefore likely to improve its effectiveness.  
  
2.4.2 Organisational Culture of Public Sector 
As the PSP in Indonesia (at both local and regional levels) is conducted within 
government organisations (in the public sector), so, this section aims to provide an 
overview related to those culture studies of public organisations that do exist, as well 
as to explore the ways in which effectiveness and performance can be used related to 
a relationship with organisational culture (OC). The following paragraphs present 
some comparative studies that are found in both the public and private sectors. 
Research on the linkage between OC and performance has to date been largely 
conducted in the private sector, and most studies are related to the efforts to improve 
quality, organisational performance and effectiveness. From these findings, it has 
often been concluded that the private sector is more driven by achievement of 
customer satisfaction, which in turn can improve market demand and thus 
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profitability. In contrast, the public sector has been identified as having ingrained 
characteristics such as rigid culture and slow response to communities’ needs and in 
this sense, it is less driven by customer satisfaction but more by following 
prescriptive rules at all costs. Parker and Bradley (2000) who conducted a research 
study into the impact of organisational culture in the public sector in Queensland, 
provide evidence that the public sector agencies have a culture that reflects a focus 
on rules and regulations with little flexibility. Thus, this type of culture should be 
considered / anticipated when introducing any strategy of development, related to 
issues on resistance to change. 
Other studies conducted on the OC theme in the public sector cover issues such 
as poor performance, power influence, decision-making, and OC as a characteristic 
of organisational behaviour. Whilst some authors have agreed that OC does have 
significant influence on organisational performance, some have argued against this 
view. For example, Grindle’s work (1997) concerns the poor performance of public 
organisations and examines what environments prevent public organisations from 
performing well in developing countries. The author (ibid, 1997) found that positive 
organisational cultural characteristics such as mission, performance-orientated 
managerial style, and autonomy in personnel matters differentiated those that 
performed relatively well from those that did not. 
Zamanou and Glaser (1994) employed the OCS (Organisational Culture 
Survey) developed by Glaser et al. (1987) as a communication intervention program 
designed to change the existing culture of a governmental organisation from 
hierarchical and authoritarian, and found that after its introduction there was a 
significant change in the organisation in the following dimensions: information flow, 
involvement, morale, and meetings, more recently Al-Yahya (2009) used the OCS 
(Glaser et al., 1987), and clearly demonstrated the influence of organisational culture 
(measured by the four indicators – involvement, teamwork, management/ 
supervision, and morale) on decision-making in the public sector. This particularly 
affects areas such as participation and work-related-outcomes (i.e. job satisfaction, 
decision quality, motivation, information sharing, and acceptance of authorized 
decisions).  
In contrast, Theobald (1997, p. 490) argues that there is “a fundamental 
incompatibility between the imposition of a market-driven philosophy and the need 
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for the openness and accountability that are indispensable features of all public 
service organisations”. In responding to this contrary view, Fernandez and Rainey 
(2006) propose eight theoretical factors for managing organisational change in the 
public sector, as follows: (1) Ensure the need; (2) Provide a plan; (3) Build internal 
support for change and overcome resistance; (4) Ensure top-management support and 
commitment; (5) Build external support; (6) Provide resources; (7) Institutionalize 
change; and (8) Pursue comprehensive change.   
In the Indonesian context, Nurmandi (2010) states that the type of 
organisational culture prevalent in a public service organisation can be determined 
based on its activity. The author (ibid, 2010) provides examples of situations 
associated with the organisational culture type of the public sector organisation, 
measured by reference to Cameron and Quinn (2011)’s model as follows: 
• Bureaucrats have a very close relationship with their family or friends, 
thus they tend to prioritize their family / friends rather than the 
communities' needs (clan culture) 
• Public services have rigid regulations and lack of flexibility in practice 
(hierarchy culture).  
• Several public service sectors (such as private hospitals) have a market 
culture, so it can provide a faster response to the customer needs.   
These examples above show that in order to identify the type of culture in an 
organisation, it is important to clearly understand the existing activities of the 
organisation. Following on from the issues of poor performance, rigid culture, the 
contrary arguments and the limited research that has investigated the impact of OC 
on performance and effectiveness in the public sector, this current research study 
becomes valuable to enrich and add to the extant knowledge in this theme, 
particularly related to the efforts to improve the effectiveness of decision-making in 
the PSP.  
 
2.4.3 Organisational Culture related to the Decision-making process 
Fellows and Liu (2013) indicate a number of models that provide instruments 
for measuring organisational culture (OC) such as O'Reilly III et al. (1991), 
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Trompenaars and Hampden-Turner (1999), Schein ( 1984), Hofstede (2001), Project 
GLOBE (House et al., 2002), Denison (1990), and Cameron and Quinn (2011). 
However, this study limited the review on the three OC models in relation to 
investigating its impact on an organisation’s performance, which have been widely 
used in construction field, i.e. the models of: Denison (1990); Cameron and Quinn 
(2011); and Hofstede (2001). For example, Coffey (2010) utilized the instrument of 
the Denison (1990) in his research on understanding the impact of organisational 
culture in construction industry. Yong and Pheng (2008) applied the Cameron and 
Quinn (2011)’s organisational culture assessment instrument (OCAI) in their 
research on organisational culture and the TQM implementation. Pheng and Yuquan 
(2002) operated the four dimensions of national culture developed by the Hofstede 
(2001) in their exploratory study to assess the culture between Singapore and China 
in the construction projects context. Although these three models have not been used 
to specifically measure the impact of OC on decision-making, all contain relevant 
elements/ dimensions that according to other researchers can relate to decision-
making.  
Another important instrument is the model of Susan Glaser (Glaser et al., 
1987), which specifically measures culture within the organisational decision-making 
environment and was previously applied in a major study on communication in 
decision-making. In order to provide an understanding of the dimensions of OC 
related to decision-making, therefore, a review of the elements of each model is 
explained briefly in the following paragraphs: 
The Denison Model  
Daniel Denison’s model (1990) provides correlation between the four cultural 
traits (Involvement, Consistency, Adaptability, and Mission) and organisational 
effectiveness. This model is appropriate for business terms, as it focuses on 
management and organisational practices related to culture and leadership. In 
addition, this model is claimed can be applied for all industries, including 
government, education and non-profits (Denison Consulting, 2010). It consists of a 
60-statement survey instrument that is developed based on four cultural traits and 12 
indices as shown in Figure 2.1 below 
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Figure 2.1  The Denison Model of Organisational Culture 
Source: Denison Consulting (2010) 
 
The four cultural traits of the model consist of: 
1. Mission – defines the long-term direction for the organisation. Typically a 
great performance organisation has a Mission Statement that rationally guides 
the employees to conduct their daily work. This trait covers three indices, 
these are: 
• Strategic direction and intent indicates a long-term strategies and a set of 
priorities that are generated to operationalize the vision. 
• Goals & Objectives shows the specific short-term goals that are 
formulated to assist employees to understand the linking between their 
daily activities and the vision and strategy of the organisation. 
• Vision is the final aim of performing a business or the final target that 
want to be reached. 
The Mission trait and its individual indices are clearly related to a decision-
making process, as decisions are made based on the stated mission of an 
organisation. As indicated by Adair (2010) defining the problem and setting the 
objective is the first step that should be taken in a decision-making process. In line 
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with this, Kahalas (1976, p. 78) notes that goals are a result of a planning that 
provide a direction for the organisation. The author (ibid, 1976) suggests that 
decisions must be action-oriented towards goal achievement, in other words, once the 
goals have been defined then some relevant supporting activity must take place. 
Kahalas (1976, p. 78) argues that if the activity resultant from the decision is unable 
to move the organisation toward its goals, then the decision-making is considered 
ineffective. 
 
2. Consistency – refers to a fundamental basis of integration, coordination and 
control in an organisation. Consistent organisations develop a mindset and a set 
of organisational systems that establish an internal control system based on 
consensual support. The strength of this trait is noticeable when organisational 
members face unusual situations. It enables members to respond inexperienced 
situation in an anticipated approach. The Consistency trait consists of three 
indices as follows: 
• Core Values indicate a clear set of Core Values that support employees 
and leaders to generate consistent decisions and performance. 
• Agreement shows the way of people in the organisation perform 
discussions in the meetings that involve numerous perceptions to achieve 
agreement when facing problematic issues. 
• Coordination and Integration signify the understanding of the 
employees related to the influence of their work to others, and the 
influence of the other’s work to them. It is to ensure that works are 
coordinated and integrated all together to accommodate the organisation. 
The Consistency trait clearly determines cultural dimensions related to 
decision-making (DM) processes. According to Vroom (2000), the quality of 
decisions is also measured in terms of the consistency of the decisions, based on 
available information about the possibility to achieve the goals, to address the 
defined problems. Powell and Buede (2006) emphasize that coordination between 
individuals specifically tasked with working on mutual goals is crucial to reach 
agreement, and to minimize any gap between the planning towards, and the 
realisation of such goals. 
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3. Involvement indicates the way of people involves in the organisation. 
Typically, organisations that exhibit high level of involvement will intensely 
support involvement that generates feeling of ownership and responsibility. 
The approach tends to be informal, voluntary and indirect control, rather than 
formal, explicit and bureaucratic control. Taking contribution from the 
participants will improve the decisions quality and the implementation. The 
indices of the Involvement trait are: 
a. Empowerment describes the circumstances that allow employees to 
make decisions and to provide contribution. This encourages ‘informed 
empowerment’. 
b. Teamwork refers to the situation where employees are encouraged to 
produce creative ideas and to support each other in completing the 
assigned work. 
c. Capability Development indicates the efforts for improving employees’ 
skills in various ways, such as providing training, coaching, and 
assigning new responsibilities to the employees.   
Denison (1990) indicates the influence of involvement in decision-making 
practice and others note that involvement and its indices are strongly related to 
participative decision-making (Al-Yahya, 2009; Aswad et al., 2012; Furst et al., 
1999). As organisations are collective individuals, Briggs and Little (2008) suggest 
that personality characteristics of the individuals in an organisation (such as skilled 
or unskilled, using less or more analytical techniques which are based on ‘social, 
communicative, understanding, or humanistic skill') can influence the decision-
making process (including any involvement activities). 
 
4. Adaptability – illustrates the capacity of an organisation to receive and 
respond to their external environment, and then, to incorporate them into 
internal behavioural alterations to increase their likelihood to survive, grow 
and develop. These cover three adaptability aspects that influence the 
effectiveness of an organisation, includes the ability: (1) to perceive and 
respond to the external environment, either to focus on their customers and 
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their competitors; (2) to focus on internal customers, regardless of level, 
department or function; (3) to restructure and re-institutionalize a set of 
behaviours and processes that allow the organisation to familiarize. The 
indices of the Adaptability trait are:  
• Creating Change – Great performance organisations will be more 
welcome to receive new ideas and be more cooperative to try it as new 
approaches for accomplishing a particular works. They understand that 
Creating Change is a critical element in performing business. 
• Customer Focus – The organisation members understand the importance 
of focusing on their internal and external customers’ needs, as they 
constantly search for innovative and value-added methods to meet and 
surpass the customer requirements.   
• Organisational Learning – Employees are encouraged to be risk-takers, 
thus their experience from successes and failures will provide important 
information for Organisational Learning. 
Based on this description above, the Adaptability trait is apparently more 
suitable for private companies, as it provides strategies for maintaining their position 
in the market. Whereas, public organisations usually have no, or at least less market-
driven characteristics, thus, there is generally a lack of concern around the possession 
of this trait. With regard to decision-making, only one indices of this trait 
(Adaptability), particularly, Customer Focus, is more likely to be relevant and 
related. This is due to public organisations commonly espousing a mission of aiming 
to provide better services for people, and promote public participation in the 
decision-making process, thus it is only “customer focus” (in some instances 
identified as the achievement of stakeholder satisfaction) that is likely to relate to 
decision-making (LGSP-USAID, 2007).  
In summary, the cultural traits of the Denison’s (1990) model that are likely to 
influence decision-making processes are: Mission (strategic direction & intent, goal 
and objectives, vision), Consistency (agreement, coordination and integration), 
Involvement (team-work, empowerment, capability development), and Adaptability 
(customer focus).  
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The Glaser et al’s model 
Glaser et al. (1987, p. 193) provides six elements of culture, grounded in 
management and communication research, covers:  
• Teamwork–conflict – reported coordination of effort, intrapersonal 
cooperation, rapport, or antagonism, resentment, jealously, mistrust, power 
struggle within sections or divisions; people talk directly and candidly 
about problems they have each other.   
• Climate–morale – reported feelings about work conditions, motivation, 
general atmosphere, organisational character. 
• Information flow – links, channels, contact, flow of communication to 
pertinent people or groups in the organisation; reported feelings of 
isolation or being out of touch. 
• Involvement – reported input and participation in decision-making; 
respondents feel that their thoughts and ideas count and are encouraged by 
top management to offer opinions and suggestions. 
• Supervision – reported information by the employees on their immediate 
supervisor; the extent to which they are given positive and negative 
feedback on work performance; the extent to which job expectation is 
clear. 
• Meetings – reported information on whether meetings occur and how 
productive they are.  
The Glaser’s model was also used by Al-Yahya (2009) to examine the impact 
of organisational culture on participation in decision-making.  
 
Hofstede’s Model 
Hofstede (2001) suggests two main levels of culture assessment, i.e., 
organisational and national. In his model drawn from the results of a huge global 
survey in the IBM Corporation, Hofstede (1980) establishes four national cultural 
dimensions that determine the main criteria by which national cultures differ.  This 
model consists of the following dimensions:  
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• Power distance refers to the way in which power is distributed or related 
to what extent unequal power distribution can be accepted. It also 
describes how close or how distant subordinates feel from their superiors. 
A high power distance culture is illustrated by the decisions being made by 
superiors without consultation with subordinates (and subordinates 
preferring this practice) and employees being frightened of disagreeing 
with their superiors. Whereas, a low power distance will have a more 
participative and equal relationship between superiors and subordinates. 
• Uncertainty avoidance refers to the extent to which people can accept the 
‘uncertainty and ambiguity’. In the ‘uncertainty avoiding cultures’, people 
are less tolerant to ‘unstructured situations’ that unusual from they are 
used to.  In contrast, ‘uncertainty accepting cultures’ are more 
understanding towards unstructured situations, such as agreeing to unusual 
perspectives, has lesser regulations, and are more permissive towards the 
existing ‘philosophical and religious level’ to move alongside. 
• Individualism versus collectivism indicates how people are integrated in an 
organisation. The individualist culture is characterized by the group of 
people who have loose (untied) connections among them. In contrast, the 
connections among individuals in a group is tied in the collectivist culture 
(people have a solid integration). 
• Masculinity versus femininity indicates the difference of performance 
orientation between nations. Masculine cultures focus the performance on 
what counts, i.e., money and material standards are important, and 
ambition is the driving forces. Whereas feminine cultures emphasize on 
the quality of life, so, the important concerns are people and environment.  
Later on, Hofstede (2011, p. 8) suggests the fifth dimension named Long – 
Short Term Orientation which came from Bond’s work in 1987 (Hosftede and Bond, 
1988). The sixth and seventh dimensions named Indulgence – Restraint and 
Monumentalism – Flexhumity were originated from the research of Minkov (2007) 
(Bergiel et al., 2012). The following explains these three dimensions: 
• Long term versus Short term orientation, related to the orientation of focus 
selection for people’s effort, i.e. the future or the present and past  
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• Indulgence versus Restraint, refers to the gratification versus control basic 
human expectation related to enjoying life. 
• Monumentalism versus Flexhumity. Monumentalism is characterized by 
high degree of ‘self-enhancement’ and self-stability. While, ‘Flexhumity is 
illustrated by ‘humility, flexibility and adaptability to changing circumstances 
(Hofstede & Minkov, 2010)’ (Bergiel et al., 2012, p. 70). 
At the organisational level, Hofstede (2011, pp. 20-21) determines six 
dimensions to describe organisation cultures, as follows: 
• Process-oriented versus results-oriented. Process-oriented cultures are 
controlled ‘by technical and bureaucratic routines’, whereas ‘results-
oriented cultures are driven ‘by a common concern for outcomes’. 
• Job-oriented versus employee-oriented. ‘Job-oriented cultures merely 
focus on the ‘responsibility for the employees' job performance’, while 
employee-oriented cultures emphasize on a wide-ranging responsibility for 
their members' welfare. 
• Professional versus parochial. The members of Professional, which are 
typically very educated, are mainly recognized by their job. While, 
Parochial members are identified from the organisation where they work. 
• Open systems versus closed systems, related to ‘the common style of 
internal and external communication’. 
• Tight versus loose control, indicates the extent of ‘formality and 
punctuality’ inside the organisation. 
• Pragmatic versus normative, describes the prevalent approach (‘flexible or 
rigid’) aims for managing the situation, especially with clients. 
Observing at the practical meaning of each dimension provided by both 
national and organisational cultures, “power-distance” is indicated as the dimension 
that most likely influences decision-making. Vitell et al. (1993) indicated the effect 
of power-distance in ethical decision–making. In line with this field, leadership style 
in decision-making has been demonstrated by many authors as having a major 
impact (Paul and Ebadi, 1989; Vroom and Jago, 1988, 2007; Field, 1982; Vroom, 
2000). However, power distance is one of the dimensions proposed for measuring 
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national culture. Fellows and Liu (2013) suggest that culture assessment should be 
associated with the culture level.  
On the other hand, several statements from other authors, which were cited 
from Fellows and Liu (2013), suggest that: culture is ‘informal institution that 
constrains behaviours and structures political, economic and social interaction’ 
(Dunning and Bansal, 1997, p. 2), ‘it is impossible to determine adequate elements to 
be compared’ (Latour, 1988, p. 179) and the epistemological perspectives suggest 
that a greater concentration on (cross-) culture studies at the organisational level has 
been undertaken rather than at the national level, and ‘culture at any level is 
dynamic’ and the difference between the culture level is unclear (Fellows and Liu, 
2013). Considering these opinions and focusing on the context of this study, 
therefore, the selection was associated with the practical meaning of the culture 
dimension in relation to decision-making rather than constrain the assessment based 
on the culture level. 
 
Cameron and Quinn model 
Cameron and Quinn (2011 p. 179) argue that cultural type is more powerful in 
predicting organisational effectiveness than cultural strength and cultural 
congruence. Based on their previous research, Cameron and Freeman (1991) reveal 
that the culture type corresponds to the domain of effectiveness wherein the 
organisation excels and also with the type of decision-making, structure, and 
strategies employed within that organisation (Cameron and Quinn, 2011 p. 179).  
Cameron and Quinn (2011) developed a model that is known as the 
Organisational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI) based on the Competing 
Values Framework (CVF). The OCAI provides an 87-question instrument for a self- 
assessment of management skills. This model also provides an assessment of OC-
profiles that requires individuals to respond to just six key dimensions of 
organisational culture (i.e., Dominant Characteristic, Organisational Leadership, 
Management of Employees, Organisational Glue’, Strategic Emphases, Criteria of 
Success). Each key dimension has four alternatives that refer to the organisation 
characteristics or culture type (i.e., Clan, Adhocracy, Hierarchy and Market), as 
depicted in the following Figure 2.2. 
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Figure 2.2  The Competing Value Framework 
(Cameron and Quinn, 2011) 
 
Figure 2.2 presents the orientation arrangement of the four types of culture in 
the Cameron and Quinn (2011) and illustrates their overriding foci and 
characteristics. The four culture types are described below: 
• Clan culture has characteristics similar to those of a family, such as 
establishment of a very friendly place to work, the leaders of the 
organisation are considered to be mentors/parents, having high 
commitment and loyalty, focusing on the long-term benefit of human 
resource development, having sensitivity to customers and people, 
promoting teamwork, participation and consensus.  
• Adhocracy culture has characteristics, such as dynamic, entrepreneurial 
and creative place to work, risk taker, innovative leaders, commitment to 
conduct experiment and to produce invention, concentrating to become the 
pioneer. 
• Market culture is characterised by a result-orientated organisation, 
focusing on getting the job done, competitive and goal orientated, focusing 
on reputation and success, and being market leadership. The leaders are 
‘hard drivers, producers and competitors’. 
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• Hierarchy culture exhibits as a very formalized and structured 
organisation, procedures, formal rules, maintaining a smooth-running 
organisation, long-term focus on stability, efficient performance, secure 
employment and predictability. The leaders pride themselves on being 
‘good coordinators and organisers, who are efficiency-minded’. 
In relation to decision making, for example, a market culture organisation is 
characterized as concerning on external positioning which focuses on competition 
and fast decision-making. While, a clan culture organisation is characterised as 
concerning on people and internal organisation, which emphasizes on participation, 
high commitment, teamwork and consensus in decision-making. The OCAI model, 
therefore, provide a tool for an organisation to diagnose the current/ existing and the 
preferred cultures of the organisation (or namely as OC-profiles), and also to 
facilitate required changes in organisational culture to alter type (Cameron and 
Quinn, 2011).  
Based on the review of OC related to the decision-making process mentioned 
above, OC can be assessed in terms of the ‘OC-dimensions’ and the ‘OC-profile’. 
The models of Denison (1990), Glaser et al. (1987) and Hofstede (2001) provide 
similar metrics for measuring OC, i.e. in terms of the ‘OC-dimensions’. Whilst 
Cameron and Quinn (2011) suggest that the assessment of OC should be made in 
terms of ‘OC-profile’, or the cultural type, of the organisation.  
 
2.5 SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS 
The need for accelerating the provision of road infrastructure more equitably 
throughout the country and especially for the regional areas has been clearly 
emphasized. Despite the well-intentioned procedures and approaches in PSP related 
to Indonesian road-infrastructure, the current operational practices still face many 
challenges. The effectiveness of the PSP has been highly criticized, specifically in 
respect of the unsuccessful participation (involvement) process, unequal commitment 
from the local government to conduct (introduce) participatory development, 
political influence, lack of information transparency and the limited capacity of the 
society and affected communities to understand the existing complex planning 
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procedures. The inadequate quality of research to generate reliable and operatable 
policies is also revealed.  
Strategies globally for PSP are now widely developed based on previous 
research, and there are some similarities of the factors influencing project selection 
processes operating in different countries. However, the implementation of these 
strategies may occur differently in countries due to different national cultures and 
especially cultures of organisations and users involved in particular situations. OC 
refers to the integral values of an organisation, i.e. the part which directs how people 
behave in the organisation and in organisational situations. The powerful effect of 
OC on the performance and long-term effectiveness of organisation has been clearly 
emphasized and demonstrated in much previous research. OC can have both positive 
and negative influences to the organisation effectiveness. OC is indicated as the 
factor that differentiates the successful organisation from the unsuccessful ones. 
Although the OC factor is not an independent variable, i.e., that directly influences 
decision-making, it has a significant contribution to the process. PSP is a decision-
making process conducted at an organisational level; therefore OC is believed to be 
one of the factors that have a significant influence on the processes which can 
address the existing problems related to PSP. However, the important role of this 
factor (OC) has rarely been discussed in the context of project selection processes 
and especially within the context of public sectors. 
This research aims to fill the gap in the extant knowledge related to the limited 
knowledge that currently exists on the linkage between OC and DM, especially as a 
part of developing strategies for improving project selection in the public sector. It 
also provides a catalyst for the government to make further improvement efforts to 
the PSP operating in Indonesia. It will be proposed that this is achieved by 
investigating the impact of OC in the current practice of the PSP, thus enabling 
effective strategies to be applied to the ultimate achievement of better outcomes 
(decisions). Subsequently, based on the gap of knowledge as explained in this 
chapter, an approach to this study is presented in the next chapter / Chapter 3 
(Research Design and Methodology). 
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Chapter 3: Research Design and Method 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 
The previous chapter indicated the need to improve the effectiveness of 
decision-making in the current practice of the project selection process (PSP). It also 
examined how organisational culture (OC) is likely to influence the effectiveness of 
the decision-making (DM) process. However, these initial findings offer only limited 
evidence of the relationship between the two constructs. Therefore, this study has 
investigated in detail how OC can influence the effectiveness of the DM process and 
how this impact can be utilised to improve the current practices of Project Selection 
Process (PSP). 
This chapter establishes the research design and details how the research was 
conducted. Divided into five main sections, the first presents the research problem 
and establishes the conceptual framework for examining the impact OC on DM 
effectiveness as the starting point for the research design. Then it follows a 
description of the selected research methods, including instruments used, the 
participants involved and the sample size. Lastly, the statistical analysis procedures 
used are presented. 
This research has adopted a mixed methodological approach, which was 
conducted in two phases. Phase-1 of the research involved a questionnaire survey for 
data collection. The data from the survey was used for analysing the OC-dimensions 
and the OC-profiles related to DM effectiveness. Based on the findings from the 
survey responses, an OC-based framework was developed for improving DM 
effectiveness of the PSP. This framework was then validated in Phase-2 of the 
research, using semi-structured interviews. 
 
3.2 RESEARCH PROBLEMS 
A detailed review of the current practices of PSP based on the existing 
literature (Section 2.2.1) and the preliminary study (Section 2.2.3), indicates that 
despite the positive intentions of the procedures and approaches in PSP, its 
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effectiveness has been criticised due to, inadequate meaningful involvement of the 
stakeholders (lack of community empowerment and meaningless participation), 
inadequate transparent information provided by the regional/ local government to the 
participants, and inadequate coordination and communication between the related 
government operational units as well as dealing with the related political influences 
and issues. The communication issue is especially critical with regards to the 
connection back to the community, to ensure that the right information is effectively 
delivered in order to achieve good quality decision outcomes (i.e.: to meet the project 
goals and the organisation’s mission). The results of the literature review and 
preliminary study strengthen the focus on the research problem under investigation 
and support the justification for the research to be undertaken to prove the need to 
improve the effectiveness of the current practices of PSP.  
PSP is a decision-making process which is conducted at the organisational 
level, and which can be influenced by many factors. The problems related to the 
effectiveness of PSP as indicated in the existing literature appear very likely to be 
related to OC factors. OC is largely linked with the superior performance of an 
organisation, organisational effectiveness and also DM effectiveness. Based on the 
work of several authors, Denison (1990), Glaser et al. (1987) and Hofstede (2001), 
several OC-dimensions have indicated to contribute to DM effectiveness. Whilst 
Cameron and Quinn (2011) have suggested that identifying the appropriate OC-
profile of an organisation can assist to improve the organisation’s 
performance/effectiveness. Research in the project selection area has to date been 
rare, especially examining influence of OC on its efficacy. Few researchers have 
discussed in detail how OC can actually impact on the DM effectiveness in the 
practices and processes of project prioritization and selection. 
This study proposes that the adoption of more accurate assessment of the 
current practices PSP is essential to be conducted as the first step towards forging a 
deeper understanding of where the strength and weaknesses are and how PSP may be 
improved. Following this, quantitative and qualitative investigation of the link 
between OC and the DM effectiveness is then required. Based on these premises, and 
aimed at improving the current practices of PSP, the following research questions 
need to be answered: 
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1. What are the current practices of the project selection process (PSP)? 
2. How does organisational culture (OC) influence the DM effectiveness of 
the project selection process (PSP)? 
a. What are the dominant OC-dimensions and the most suitable OC-
profile that can influence the DM effectiveness of PSP?  
b. How can the OC-dimensions and OC-profile identified actually 
impact on the DM effectiveness of PSP? 
3. How can the project selection process (PSP) be improved? 
 
Guba and Lincoln (1994, p. 105) defined paradigms as the basic belief system 
worldviews or belief systems that provide guidance for the researcher, not merely in 
method selections but in ontologically and epistemologically fundamental ways. 
Mackenzie and Knipe (2006) cited from (Mertens,2005; Bogdan & Biklen, 1998), 
described the paradigm as a theoretical framework that is well-defined from a theory, 
to establish relationships between constructs, which illustrates a phenomenon by 
going further than the restricted event and attempting to link it with related events. In 
other words, a theoretical framework influences the nature of the research or the way 
knowledge is studied and interpreted. So, the choice of the paradigm must be 
designated as the first step, to provide a fundamental consequent selection of the 
appropriate methodology, methods, literature or research design (Mackenzie and 
Knipe, 2006). Accordingly, the theoretical (conceptual) framework is presented at 
first in this study to provide understanding on how the research was developed and 
how relevant theories were employed to address the research problem. Then, it is 
followed by narrowing the research topic into more researchable questions to provide 
clear direction and to justify the appropriate research methods (O'Leary, 2004, p. 51). 
A conceptual framework presented in Figure 3.1 provides an overall picture of 
the design of this research. A conceptual framework (also referred to as a theoretical 
framework/ research paradigm) is one that is well-defined from theory, aims to 
establish relationships between, or among constructs, that describe, or explain a 
phenomenon (Mackenzie and Knipe, 2006). It influences the nature of the research 
or the way knowledge is studied and interpreted, thus providing fundamental 
guidance for the researcher to select the most appropriate enquiry methodology, 
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analytical methods, literature or research design (Guba and Lincoln, 1994, p. 105; 
Mackenzie and Knipe, 2006)). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.1  Conceptual Framework 
Relationships Propositions 
Based on the conceptual framework of this research as depicted in Figure 3.1 
above, several propositions are assigned: 
Proposition 1:  
OC-dimensions directly influence DM-Process 
OC-dimensions directly and indirectly influence DM-Quality 
Preposition 2: 
Suitable OC-profiles support the effectiveness of decision-making. 
Proposition 3:  
Strengthening of the OC dimensions and changing of existing into more 
suitable OC-profiles can minimize the existing barriers; therefore organisations 
can improve the effectiveness of their decision-making ‘processes’ and 
improve the ‘outcomes’ of the decision-making. 
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3.3 SELECTION OF RESEARCH METHODS 
Breaking down the research problem/ topic into a set of more specific focused 
questions, as presented in section 3.2, provides a clear direction to justify the most 
appropriate research methods (O'Leary, 2004, p. 51). Yin (2009) suggests that the 
selection of any particular type of research method is associated with three 
conditions: the type of research question posed, the extent of control an investigator 
has over actual behavioural events, and, the degree of focus on contemporary as 
opposed to historical events.  
As indicated in the previous section, this study incorporates two types of 
research questions: “what” and “how”, which means that it is covering both 
exploratory and explanatory purposes (Yin, 2003, 2009). A survey using a 
questionnaire responds to the “what” type of questions and is selected for exploratory 
purposes to collect factual evidence about the current practice of PSP and the linkage 
between OC and DM, in the Indonesian context. This strategy has been widely used 
previously in this type of research area, including in the work of Cameron and Quinn 
(2011); Denison (1990); Glaser et al. (1987); and Hofstede (2001). This precedent 
pedigree provides a strong justification for use of a survey being the most appropriate 
research method at this stage of the study. 
The “how” type of research refers to an explanatory study that aims to identify 
the actual reasons / seek more explanation about a particular observed phenomenon; 
in that sense, it goes beyond the scope of an exploratory study (Yin, 2009). 
Silverman (2010) suggests that an interview is an appropriate technique for a broader 
investigation on a particular topic. This study has employed a semi-structured type of 
interview to respond to the “how” research question. Interviews allow the 
respondents to express their opinions on a set of predetermined open-ended questions 
proposed to validate the new OC based framework that is developed (a confirmatory 
purpose). The semi-structured interview provides flexibility to the respondents 
because there are no fixed answers provided to select from; at the same time this 
technique allows the researcher to retain some control over the topic being 
questioned (Silverman, 2010). Keller and Conradin (2010) also indicate the 
usefulness of the semi-structured interview as a method for validating information 
already gathered (Newton, 2010; Cohen and Crabtree, 2006).  
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To conclude, this research employs “what” and “how” research questions that 
allow the usage of quantitative and qualitative (i.e., mixed) methods (Tashakkori and 
Teddlie, 2003), that can be used for exploratory and confirmatory study 
(Lugovskaya, 2009). Table 3.1 summarizes the research methods employed and 
Figure 3.2 illustrates the research framework. Further explanation on both survey and 
semi-structured interview techniques is presented in the next sections. 
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Table 3.1  Research Methodology Approach 
Research Question 
 
Research Objectives Analysis Research Stage 
1 What is the current practice of the project 
selection process (PSP)? 
To identify the current practice of the 
project selection process. 
Descriptive analysis   
 
 
Phase I 
A Questionnaire Survey 
(Quantitative approach)  
 
 
 
 
 
Development of  
An OC based framework for 
improving the PSP 
a. What are the procedure and approaches in 
the PSP? 
To identify the procedure and approaches 
in the PSP 
b. What are the existing DM effectiveness of 
the PSP? 
To identify the existing DM effectiveness 
of the PSP? 
c. What is the existing Barriers to the current 
practices of the PSP? 
To identify the existing Barriers to the 
current practices of the PSP? 
Descriptive analysis & 
EFA 
d. What is the existing OC of the surveyed 
organisations in related to the DM 
effectiveness of the PSP? 
To identify the existing OC of the 
surveyed organisations in related to the 
DM effectiveness of the PSP 
2 How does organisational culture (OC) 
influence the project selection process 
(PSP)? 
To analysis the influence of organisational 
culture  (OC) in the project selection 
process (PSP) 
 
SEM 
OCAI 
 a. What are the dominant OC-dimensions 
and the suitable OC-profile that influence 
the DM effectiveness of the PSP?  
To identify the dominant OC-dimensions 
and the suitable OC-profile that impacts to 
the DM effectiveness of the PSP 
b. How can the identified OC-dimensions 
and OC-profile actually impact on the DM 
effectiveness of the PSP? 
To analyse the actual impacts of the 
identified OC-dimensions and the OC-
profile on the DM effectiveness of the 
PSP 
 
Framework validation/ 
 
 
Phase II 
Semi-structured Interviews 
for  
Qualitative data analysis 
 
3 How can the project selection process be 
improved? 
To develop an OC based framework for 
improving the DM effectiveness of the 
PSP 
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Figure 3.2  Research Framework
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3.4 THE SURVEY 
The survey was conducted using a questionnaire, an instrument frequently used 
in quantitative social research for gathering information; a survey is suitable for 
studying the relationships among the variables of interest (Corbetta, 2003; Antonius, 
2003). The questionnaire was mainly developed based on a series of close-ended 
questions, because this type of question is simple, preferable in survey research, 
easily administered and allows immediate statistical quantitative analysis (Trobia, 
2012; Tashakkori and Teddlie, 2003). 
 
3.4.1 Development of the Questionnaire 
The questionnaire was developed from the extensive literature review related to 
the current practices of PSP and from the perceived linkage between OC and DM. 
Based on the findings on these topics, prior judgements were made and incorporated 
in the closed-ended questions. Several open-ended questions were also posed in the 
questionnaire to anticipate if there was any other pertinent information that might 
remain uncovered by the closed-ended questions. The questionnaire consists of four 
main parts, covering the respondents’ profiles (demographic); the current practices of 
PSP; determination of the relationship between OC and DM; and open-ended 
questions to allow the respondents to expand their opinions on any particular topic 
area of the close-ended questions. The basic structure of the questionnaire is 
presented in Table 3.2, which also describes the related data analysis methods. 
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Table 3.2  Content of Questionnaire Survey and Data Analysis Approach
Part Section Description Data analysis Scale Type of data 
Part 1 General information of the respondent 
 
Descriptive analysis - Quantitative 
Part 2 To identify the current project selection process in 
Indonesia, includes: 
 
 
Descriptive analysis  
 
 
Likert 
response 
format 
(scale 1-6) 
 
Quantitative 
2A To identify the current procedure of the PSP 
 
2B-1 
2B-2 
To identify the existing barriers 
To determine the most significant approach 
that impact on the PSP  
 
2C To identify the existing DM effectiveness 
(DM process and DM Quality) of the PSP 
 
Part 3 3A To examine the OC-dimensions related to 
DM effectiveness 
 
Analysis:  
• Descriptive analysis 
• EFA using SPSS 19 (IBM Corp., Released 
2010) 
• SEM using AMOS 19 (Arbuckle, 2010) 
3B To examine the suitable OC-profile (OC 
orientation) orientation to support DM 
effectiveness 
 
Analysis: 
OCAI (Cameron and Quinn, 2011) 
Ipsative 
(0-100) 
Quantitative 
Part 4 Essay/ open-ended questions. Respondents are required 
to expand their opinion on this particular topic. 
  Qualitative 
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The constructs involved in this research, i.e., Barriers, DM and OC were 
unobserved/ latent variables that cannot be measured directly but only by reference 
to several indicators/ observed variables. Therefore, the elements that are used for 
measuring these three constructs (Barriers, DM and OC) are explained in the 
following paragraphs and summarised in Table 3.2:  
Part 1 of the questionnaire – consists of data obtained from of respondents, aimed at 
identifying that the targeted sample (as explained in Section 3.4.2) can be achieved. 
Part 2 of the questionnaire, – aims at identifying the current practices of PSP. This 
includes identifying the procedures and approaches, the existing barriers, and 
existing DM effectiveness of the PSP, as reviewed in Section 2.2 of Chapter 2. . This 
aims to provide better insight of the existing environment in which this study was 
conducted.  
As indicated in Section 2.2.1 of Chapter 2, the procedures of the PSP are 
fundamentally based on Law UU no 25/2004 (Government of Indonesia, 2004). A 
further investigation was required to confirm whether this regulation is implemented 
in the same way in different regions, or are there any other relevant regulations that 
have also been implemented. Based on Law UU no 25/2004 (Government of 
Indonesia, 2004), there are five approaches applied in the PSP, covering political, 
technical, participative, top-bottom and bottom-up approach. The existing literature 
suggests that the political approach mostly dominates in the PSP. Therefore, further 
investigation was required to determine which of these approaches above creates the 
most significant impact on the PSP. 
The elements used for measuring the construct of barriers were developed 
based on the existing literature as discussed in Section 2.2.2 and 2.2.3 of Chapter 2 
and include:  
• limited budget compared to the number of the project proposals;  
• inaccurate identification of a project’s urgency; 
• meaningless involvement of the internal and external stakeholders in the 
PSP;  
• inadequate communication and coordination between the related 
government operational units and also with the community and 
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government (thus, the right information cannot be effectively delivered, 
which influences the quality of decisions (i.e.: to meet the project goals 
and the organisation’s mission); 
• human resources issues (e.g.: limited human resources at the community 
level) capable of impacting on identifying of the right projects;  
• inadequate motivation and commitment of the employees to conduct PSP 
properly;  
• a variety of intervening and impacting political issues. 
The elements used for measuring the existing DM effectiveness of the PSP 
were derived based on the literature review on previous research into effective 
decision-making, which includes the criteria of both effective DM process and DM 
quality (as reviewed in Section 2.3.1 of Chapter 2), which is summarised and 
depicted in the following Table 3.3. 
 
Table 3.3  The criteria for effective decision-making 
Effective decision-making (DM) process criteria: Decision-making Outcomes: 
Identify the problems and objectives Quality decision 
Collect relevant information Time (Cost) 
 Generate feasible options Implementation 
 Evaluate and select the best alternative Development 
 Implement and evaluation  
Sources: Adapted from  Adair (2010), Robbins (2005), Vroom (2000). 
 
Part 3 – aims at first identifying, the existing OC OC-dimensions and OC-profiles 
related to DM of the PSP and secondly examining the relationship of OC to DM 
effectiveness.  
OC can be measured in numerous ways. According to the literature review 
presented in Section 2.4.3 of Chapter 2, the assessment of OC was classified based 
on its purpose into two main groups, i.e. the assessment of the OC-dimensions and 
the assessment of OC-profile. Therefore, Part 3 of questionnaire consists of two main 
sections: 
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• Part 3 – Section 3A : to examine the OC-dimensions related to DM 
effectiveness;  
• Part 3 – Section 3B : to assess the suitable OC-profiles in relation to DM 
effectiveness. 
As also reviewed in Section 2.4.3, the model of: Denison (1990), Glaser et al. 
(1987) and Hofstede (2001) suggest some similarity in approach to measuring OC 
related to effectiveness, especially in terms of the ‘OC-dimensions’ utilised. 
Accordingly, the assessment of the OC-dimensions (Part 3 – Section 3A) was 
operationalized with questions/ statements for rating by respondents, adopted from 
all three OC models. In order to summarise and to avoid overlapping items 
measuring the same thing, only relevant elements of these three models were 
carefully selected, particularly in relation to decision-making. Because of the limited 
research that examines the linkage between OC-dimensions and DM effectiveness 
(particularly in the project selection area), the selection of the elements in this part of 
the instrument was justified based on their likely impact on the criteria for effective 
DM process and DM quality, as indicated above in Table 3.3. 
The following Table 3.4 presents the elements of OC related to DM 
effectiveness. The major constituent elements of the OC-dimensions related to DM 
were adopted from the Denison’s model (1990), as this model provides more OC-
dimensions related to decision-making. In particular, the adopted elements from the 
Denison Model (1990) cover: Mission (strategic direction & intent, goal and 
objectives, vision), Consistency (agreement, coordination and integration), 
Involvement (team-work, empowerment, capability development), and Adaptability 
(customer focus).  
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Table 3.4  The elements of OC related to DM used in this study   
Part Original / Referred Selected elements 
from the model 
Used elements 
(Combination) Model Elements 
O
C
-D
im
en
sio
ns
2 
D
EN
IS
O
N
 
Mission Strategic 
direction and 
intent 
Strategic direction 
and  intent 
Strategic direction 
and intent 
Goals & 
objectives 
Goals  and 
objectives 
Goals  and 
objectives 
Vision Vision Vision 
Consistency Core values   
Agreement Agreement Agreement 
Coordinated & 
Integrated 
Coordination and 
Integration 
Coordination and 
Integration 
Involvement Teamwork Teamwork  Team Orientation* 
Empowerment  Empowerment  Empowerment** 
Capability 
development 
Capability 
development 
Development 
Adaptability Creating change   
Customer focus Customer focus  Stakeholder 
satisfaction 
Organisational 
learning 
  
H
O
FS
TE
D
E Individualism – Collectivism    
Power distance Power distance Power distance 
Uncertainty avoidance   
Masculinity – femininity   
G
LA
SE
R
 e
t a
l 
Teamwork – conflict  Teamwork – 
conflict  
included in  
Team Orientation* 
Meetings Meeting 
Climate – morale    
Information flow Information flow included in  
Empowerment** Involvement  Involvement  
Supervision    
O
C
-p
ro
fil
es
3 
C
&
Q
 
Dominant characteristic   All these five 
elements were 
selected / used in the 
questionnaire. 
Organisational leadership  
Organisation glue  
Strategic emphases  
Criteria of success  
 
Whilst those selected from the other two models (i.e.: Glaser et al. (1987) and 
Hofstede (2001)) were used to complement the selected Denison elements. The 
questions contained in Glaser et al. (1987)’s model are more focused on measuring 
peoples’ feelings about their organisation, which is more related to organisational 
                                                 
2‘OC-dimensions’ is related to the development of questionnaire Part 3 – Section 3A (in  Likert scale). 
   
3‘OC-profiles’ is related to the development of questionnaire Part 3 – Section 3B (in ipsative scale). 
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climate rather than organisational culture (Coffey, 2010). Therefore, only relevant 
elements in this model that were not mentioned in Denison’s were utilised in this 
study. These covered four questions related to dimension “teamwork-conflict and 
meeting” from Glaser’s model, which were included in dimension “team-
orientation”. Also, two questions related to “information flow” and “involvement” 
taken from Glaser’s model that were included in dimension “empowerment”. These 
selected elements are presented in the last column of Table 3.4, which were used as 
the part of the questionnaire survey of this study, i.e., Part 3 – Section 3A. 
In addition, as indicated in Section 2.4.3, Hofstede (2001)’s model is actually 
more appropriate for assessing the construct of national culture. Therefore, amongst 
the four cultural dimensions of this model (i.e.: individualism-collectivism; power-
distance; uncertainty-avoidance; and masculinity-femininity), only “power-distance” 
has been selected as being likely to influence decision-making, and so it was 
included in the questionnaire for measuring the “OC-dimensions”, as depicted in 
Table 3.4 above. 
As also reviewed in Section 2.4.3, Cameron and Quinn (2011) have observed 
the power of the ‘cultural type’ in predicting organisational effectiveness, rather than 
cultural strength or congruence. Therefore, utilising the OCAI (Cameron and Quinn, 
2011) model provides a complementary assessment f OC related to DM, which was 
not covered by the previous assessment group (OC-dimension). This model provides 
the assessment of OC related to effectiveness in terms of the cultural type, known as 
‘OC-profile’, of an organisation. In particular, Cameron and Quinn’s model (2011) 
was specifically adopted to identify if there is a need for cultural orientation (OC-
profiles) changes to a profile more suitable for supporting the DM effectiveness of 
the PSP. The Part 3 – Section 3B elements of the questionnaire, that aim to assess the 
suitable OC-profiles in relation to DM, were therefore, adopted from the OCAI 
(Cameron and Quinn, 2011).  
To conclude, the development of Part 3 of the questionnaire (i.e.: the 
assessment of OC related to DM in this study) was undertaking using four existing 
models, which were combined because the measurements available in some models 
are not available in others and vice versa. The elements of OC that are most likely to 
impact on the decision-making process were extracted from these four OC 
measurement models and subsequently were synthesized and utilised in this research. 
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Table 3.4 provides the summary of the selected elements of OC related to DM, 
which were used to develop the questionnaire Part 3 – Section 3A and 3B.  
 
The Scales Used 
The questionnaire used Likert and ipsative scales as indicated in Table 3.2. A 
Likert scale is an independent rating type that is commonly used in surveys in the 
fields of education and social science (Cameron and Quinn, 2011; Spector, 2004; 
Brill, 2008). It aims to measure the extent of the respondent’s agreement/ opinions/ 
perceptions towards a particular topic/ questions/statements (Jamieson, 2008; 
Barnette, 2010). Spector (2004, p. 573) suggests that a Likert scale can be in the form 
of unipolar, which ranges from low to high, or bipolar, which ranges from extreme 
negative to extreme positive. Spector (2004) specifies a number of argument in 
relation to the use of bipolar scales, i.e. whether using it in the composition of an odd 
number of response choices with a neutral response in the middle (e.g., neither agree 
nor disagree) or an even number without the neutral response. Those supporting an 
odd number claim that respondents should not be imposed to make a choice in one 
direction or the other. While, those supporting an even number state that the neutral 
response is commonly misrepresented by respondents (such as indicating that the 
item is not relevant) and that it may influence respondents to be noncommittal. In 
general, Spector (2004) suggest that there is trivial practical difference in results 
using even and odd numbers of response choice.  
Considering the view’s indicated by Spector (2004) and although Harzing et al. 
(2009) suggest that seven-point response formats are fewer exposed to bias in cross-
cultural research (Fellows and Liu, 2013), – However, this study used a bipolar 
Likert response set in an even number composition without the neutral response to 
avoid a non-comment response frequent in Southeast Asian (and particularly in 
Indonesia) cultures, in which people tend to avoid directly saying “agree” or 
“disagree” (Coffey, 2010; Spector, 2004). The response format ranged from 1 to 6, to 
measure the level of agreement where 1 is ‘strongly disagree’ to 6 – ‘strongly agree’. 
The neutral option was, therefore, divided into two opposite positions, i.e. slightly 
disagree and slightly agree and so the final scale used was calibrated 1 for strongly 
disagree; 2 for disagree; 3 for slightly disagree; 4 for slightly agree; 5 for agree; and 
6 for strongly agree. A Likert response format was particularly used for the closed-
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ended questions of Part 2 of the questionnaire (to identify the current practices of 
PSP) and Part 3-Section-3A of the questionnaire (to examine the OC-dimensions 
related to DM effectiveness).  
Brill (2008) indicates that although data in Likert response format is 
technically characterized as ordinal data, many researchers have assumed them as an 
interval data and analysed them by using parametric statistics. In order to meet the 
assumption for parametric test, Jamieson (2008) suggests that researchers must be 
explicit about any assumptions made (e.g. a normal distribution). In this study, as the 
retrieved Likert response format data was treated as interval data, therefore, to ensure 
that they meet the requirement for parametric statistics, data refining from missing 
values, outliers and normality distribution was conducted and explained in Section 
3.4.4.1. 
An ipsative scale is a dependent rating type, which aims at measuring the 
respondent’s opinion towards questions/statements which have a set of 
interdependent choices/ answers; the set of responses always sums to the same total 
(Meade, 2007; Bowen, 2007). Baron (1996) refers to this type of scale as a forced-
choice response format. An ipsative scale ranging from 0 to 100 was used on closed-
ended questions in Part 3-Section 3B of the questionnaire, which was adopted from 
the elements of OCAI (Cameron and Quinn, 2011). The respondents were asked to 
scale their opinions from the most to the least related, to a set of choices that describe 
their organisation. The sum of the total responses per question must be 100. This 
type of scale has several advantages over the Likert scale, i.e., it does not produce 
independent responses and can force respondents identify the trade-offs that actually 
occur in an organisation and therefore highlights and differentiates the cultural 
uniqueness that exists in that organisation (Cameron and Quinn, 2011 p. 184). This 
study adopted the ipsative scale as it can clearly identify the existing and the 
preferred OC-profile of the organisations, and then, can help determine whether a 
cultural orientation change is required to support the improvement of the 
effectiveness of the DM process in PSP. 
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Back translation of the Questionnaire 
As described earlier, the questionnaire was developed from relevant parts of 
the combined OC models of Denison (1990), Glaser et al. (1987), Hofstede (2001), 
Cameron and Quinn (2011), which were all written originally in English. To ensure 
that the selected respondents, whom are all Indonesian nationals, could understand 
exactly the sense and meaning of questions, the questionnaire was back-translated to 
Indonesian (Bahasa). Usunier (1988), cited in Coffey (2010), states that combining 
parallel and back-translation techniques is useful to provide a higher level of 
equivalence if there is a wide-variation of two languages and cultures. Coffey (2010, 
p. 131) provides a methodology for this back translation process, which is described 
in Figure 3.3. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 3.3  Back translation methodology (adapted from Coffey, 2010, p.131) 
 
Figure 3.3 illustrates how the result of Bahasa Version #1 was then compared 
with Bahasa version #2 after conducting the back translation. As there were no major 
differences, then, the Bahasa version #2 was also compared with the Original English 
version to ensure the equivalence and consistency of meaning of the questionnaire. 
The Bahasa version #2 was revised where necessary and the final edited Bahasa 
version #2 was used as the final questionnaire. The back-translation process 
employed four different people who all have both English and Bahasa competencies. 
 
Pilot test and Main survey 
Although the items in this questionnaire mainly were adopted from the existing 
OC models that have all had their validity and reliability well-proven, as these items 
Original  
ENGLISH 
BAHASA 
Version #1 
Back-translated  
ENGLISH 
Version #1 
BAHASA 
Version #2 
Back-translated  
ENGLISH 
Version #2 
Compared 
Compared 
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were adjusted in relation to measuring DM effectiveness, a pilot test was conducted 
before starting the main survey. This was aimed   at ensuring that the questionnaire 
was understandable and to ensure the reliability of the questionnaire (the consistency 
to produce the same result). This pilot involved six respondents which were 
randomly selected from the planned sample population. The result of the pilot study 
was used to refine and finalize the questionnaire, and also to assist in developing 
strategies for conducting the main survey. The final questionnaire of the survey is 
presented in Appendix A. A statistical reliability test for examining the internal 
consistency using Cronbach’s alpha was conducted after obtaining data from the 
main survey and the analysis of this is presented in section 4.2.3.  
The main survey was conducted using a paper-based questionnaire, because 
based on the researcher’s previous experience, this method was likely to obtain 
higher response rate than using web-based questionnaire, particularly as the internet 
was not commonly used in most of the surveyed Indonesian organisations.  
 
3.4.2 Participants of the Survey 
Before conducting a survey study, a sample must be selected that represents the 
population being surveyed (Henry, 1990). Dorofeev and Grant (2006) indicate that 
the accuracy of the sample is determined based on the proximity of the sample to 
reality. Fundamentally, there are two approaches for the sample selection process 
using either “probability” or “non-probability” sampling methods (Brown, 2010; 
Dorofeev and Grant, 2006). Affleck (2010) defines probability sampling as an 
approach for selecting elements of a fixed population by a random process; so that 
every element has a non-zero chance of selection; and that the relative frequency 
with which an element is included in a sample is deducible. Brown (2010) specifies 
that the variant of probability sampling approach covers simple random sampling, 
systematic sampling, stratified random sampling, proportionate sampling, cluster 
sampling, multistage sampling and double sampling. 
On the other hand, non-probability sampling refers to any method of sample 
selection which does not meet the criteria for probability sampling (Forster, 2001), 
where the population may not be well defined (Battaglia, 2011) and the sample 
selection is not based on a set probabilities, but on other considerations such as 
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research purposes, availability of subjects, subjective judgment, or a range of other 
non-statistical criteria (Guo and Hussey, 2004). Non-probability sampling is 
commonly classified into three categories, i.e. purposive sampling, convenience 
sampling and quota sampling (Dorofeev and Grant, 2006). 
The first important step in deciding on the most appropriate method for sample 
selection is to clearly define the survey objectives and the eligibility criteria 
(Dorofeev and Grant, 2006; Fink, 2003). The survey conducted for this study was for 
the purpose of identifying the current project selection process and to examine the 
link between OC and DM effectiveness, in the Indonesian context. This research is, 
therefore, a contextual study related to a particular level of decision-making in a 
regional level organisation. The targeted sample was drawn from those the experts 
involved in a process where the exact population cannot be determined. Accordingly, 
a purposive (non-probabilistic) sampling method is the most appropriate approach to 
be used (Battaglia, 2011). 
Battaglia (2011) suggests that purposive sampling can be applied for two–stage 
sampling, but should not be interpreted as stratified sampling, as the first stage 
components are not selected using a probability sampling method. Therefore, to 
ensure respondents for this survey can be rationally represented, multi-stage 
purposive sampling was adopted by selecting samples based firstly on geographic 
location (province and regional level) and secondly based on the type of organisation 
and the level of decision-making being undertaken, as described below: 
Three provinces, Bali, NTB (West Nusa Tenggara) and NTT (East Nusa 
Tenggara), were selected based on the similarity of geographic location as these three 
provinces adopt a similar approach to the provision of road infrastructure compared 
with other provinces located in larger islands.  
The second criterion for sample selection was based on the type of 
organisation. ‘Organisation’ in this research is defined as the decision-making 
organisation which involves several institutions having different functions 
responsible for the provision of road infrastructure at the regional level. This 
involved PU- Bina Marga (PU-BM) and BAPPEDA (at division of Kimpraswil). PU-
BM is the institution responsible for selecting road projects based purely on a 
technical approach, while BAPPEDA is responsible to prioritize projects based on 
the available budget and other considerations. The other organisations that involve in 
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the PSP (Musrenbang) but indirectly related to road projects were not included in this 
study. 
The third approach to sample selection was based on the level of decision-
making. There are three levels of decision-making being applied in both 
organisations, BAPPEDA and PU-BM, i.e. consisting of the leaders in Echelon II 
(the policy makers), Echelon III (the physical infrastructure division) and Echelon IV 
(technical executives / implementation). To validate the completeness of 
representation of the sample, several respondents from the staff level were also 
selected.  
Based on earlier observations, in one organisation, usually there are four to 
seven people involved in the process of road infrastructure planning. So, providing 
10 copies of the questionnaire was considered adequate for each organisation. The 
detailed calculation was based on, 10 questionnaires per-organisation x two 
organisations-per region x five regions-per province x three provinces = 300 copies 
of questionnaires. Therefore, in total, there were 300 copies of the questionnaire 
distributed to the targeted sample. 
 
3.4.3 Sample size 
Two conditions determined the size of the sample. The first was based on the 
limitations of time and cost for data collection (soliciting of responses in Indonesia is 
a very slow process and traveling between locations to physically encourage 
respondents is costly). The second condition was that sample size must fulfil the 
requirements of the statistical tool used. This study employed exploratory factor 
analysis (EFA) and structural equation modelling (SEM), which are both sensitive to, 
and employ similar approaches to determining, the sample size. There are a number 
of guidelines to determine the sample size. Comrey and Lee (1992) provide a rule of 
thumb that sample size of 50 is ‘very poor’, 100 is ‘poor’, 200 is ‘fair’, 300 is ‘good’, 
500 is ‘very good’ and 1000 is ‘excellent’. Tabachnick and Fidell (2007 p.588) 
suggests that the ideal sample size for factor analysis is at least 300 cases. However, 
Guadagnoli and Velicer (1988) argue that 150 cases should be sufficient for solutions 
that have high loading-maker variables (>.80). 
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In addition, Hair et al. (2010) suggest that the sample size for a particular SEM 
model depends on several factors, including the model complexity and the 
commonalities in each factor, and indicates 100 as the minimum sample size for an 
SEM model containing five or fewer constructs. As a general rule, Boomsma (1983) 
recommends that ‘in many cases, a sample size of about 200 is adequate for small to 
medium models’, and this work was reconfirmed in Boomsma and Hoogland (2001) 
. While, Hair et al. (2010, p. 664) still emphasize that the most important is to ensure 
that the sample size adequately represents the population of interest and sufficiently 
allows the appropriate model to be run. Therefore, having 217 cases in this study 
indicates an adequate sample size for conducting both EFA and SEM (Boomsma and 
Hoogland, 2001; Boomsma, 1983). 
 
3.4.4 Data Analysis of the Survey 
Data analysis of the survey was classified into two main parts based on the 
instrument scale type. The first part was the analysis of data measured by Likert 
response format, involved the data of the questionnaire Part2- Section 2B and 2C and 
Part 3-Section 3A. The analyses covered preliminary data analysis, descriptive 
analysis, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and structural equation modelling (SEM).  
The second part was the analysis of the ipsative type scaled data, which was 
gathered using the questionnaire Part 3-Section 3B. This was then analysed using the 
profiling tenets of  the OCAI (Cameron and Quinn, 2011).  Finally, results from both 
parts were combined to develop the new OC based framework that was validated 
externally by conducting semi-structured interviews. The following detailed 
procedures were operated for these data analyses. 
 
3.4.4.1 Preliminary data analysis 
Preliminary data analysis involving data screening was conducted to ensure the 
reliability of the data prior to the subsequent analysis; corrupt data can significantly 
influence the accuracy of the estimation resulting from the analysis (Tabachnick and 
Fidell, 2007). This process covers, 1) the profile of respondents (to determine that the 
targeted sample is attained); 2) screening of the data by identifying and treating the 
missing values and outliers, and assessment of the normality of distributions, all of 
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which are required prior to conducting factor analysis and structural equation 
modelling (Hair et al., 2010; Allison, 2003); and 3) establishing the validity and 
reliability of the survey instrument to evaluate how accurately the questionnaire used 
really measures the concept being studied and how consistently it can produce the 
same end result. The following details the procedure used to screen the data, using 
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 19 software (IBM Corp., 
Released 2010).  
 
Screening the missing data (missing values) 
Missing data most likely occurs when respondents are unsuccessful in 
answering some of the questions. Hair et al. (2010) indicate that missing data can 
cause a significant problem with the reliability and validity of the study outcomes. 
There are two methods for assessing missing data, i.e., the first is by assessing the 
amount of missing data, and the second is by evaluating the pattern of missing data 
(Hair et al., 2010; Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007). The screening of the data set for 
missing values was conducted utilizing the features of descriptive or missing value 
analyses (MVA). The result of Little’s Missing Completely at Random (MCAR test) 
provides a comparison of the actual pattern of missing data with what would be 
expected if the missing data were totally randomly distributed. The MCAR missing 
data process is indicated by a non-significant statistical level (e.g., greater than .05), 
showing that the observed pattern does not differ from a random pattern (Hair et al., 
2010, p. 60). 
Handling missing values can be conducted by deleting the incomplete cases or 
by substituting the missing data with appropriate estimated values, which depends on 
the degree and the pattern of the missing data (Hair et al., 2010, p. 56; Tabachnick 
and Fidell, 2007). Hair et al. (2010) recommend that if missing data is under 10 per 
cent for an individual case or observation, it can generally be ignored, except when 
the missing data is not in a random pattern, or it can be replaced by any imputation 
method. Allison (2003) suggests that many SEM programmes require maximum 
likelihood (ML) for handling missing values, however, as SEM analysis in this study 
was conducted after EFA (which also requires the use of data free from missing 
values), therefore ML cannot be employed. In this instance, Means substitution was 
then selected as the method for handling missing data as it is appropriate for this 
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stage and also is recommended due to its appropriateness for use with Likert-type 
scaled data (Raaijmakers, 1999). This method provides more rigour than just deleting 
the incomplete cases/observations, which can actually reduce the number of samples. 
 
Screening the outliers 
An outlier is illustrated as a case in a data set, which is inconsistent with the 
majority of the data, or is characterised as a case with a considerably higher or lower 
score than most of the other observations (Sheskin, 2010). Lewis-Beck (2004) 
indicates that the presence of outlier can alter significantly the value of both mean 
and variance of a distribution, thus impacting on the accuracy of the statistics. 
Sheskin (2010) suggests the use of a-box-and-whisker plot, which is also known as 
box-plot, as the easiest technique to check the problem of outliers. Outlier cases can 
be detected easily using this method, i.e., when the data falls outside the edges 
(distribution) of the box-plot. 
A number of strategies are available to address the problems of outliers. 
Sheskin (2010) suggests two methods for handling outliers, i.e. trimming and 
Winsorization. Trimming involves deleting a certain percentage (e.g. 10 per cent) of 
extreme values/ scores that fall in each tail of a distribution. Winsorizing (taken from 
the name of the statistician founder, Charles Winsor), is conducted by 
converting/replacing the extreme scores with the nearest values in each tail of the 
distribution. Reifman and Keyton (2010) recommend ‘Winsorization’ as a technique 
for handling outliers, to treat skewed data and to produce the desired statistical 
distribution. Considering these advantages, Winsorization was used in this study for 
handling the outlier problems without reducing the number of samples. 
 
Checking the normality distribution. 
Hair et al. (2010) indicate that the assumptions of both EFA and SEM require 
variables to be normally distributed. Tabachnick and Fidell (2007) imply that a 
normal distribution can be examined based just on two components, skewness and 
kurtosis. Curran et al. (1996) provide the guideline that a value of skewness lower 
than 2.0 and a value of kurtosis lower than 7.0, are still in the range of acceptable 
univariate normality. 
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Byrne (2010 p. 104) indicates that although the observed variables suggest a 
univariate normal distribution, a non-normality multivariate distribution may still 
occur. However, in this study, the test was performed only for assessing the 
univariate normality distribution, and not multivariate normality, for several reasons. 
Firstly, AMOS (the programme that was employed to conduct the SEM analysis) 
does not encounter multivariate non-normality issues, unless employing ADF 
(asymptotic distribution free) which requires an extremely large sample above 1.000 
– 5.000 cases (West et al., 1995), which is further explained in Byrne (2010 p.105). 
Secondly, if a multivariate non-normality distribution is the case, then Byrne (2010 
p.105) has demonstrated that the results of a SEM analysis with multivariate non-
normality cases using AMOS were not significantly different compared to the results 
of other methods that encountered the issue of multivariate non-normality, e.g., the 
Satorra-Bentler robust approach that works very well with smaller sample size 
samples (around 200 cases). As the effects of multivariate non-normality were trivial, 
therefore this test was not conducted in this study. 
 
Validity and reliability of the measures in the Instrument (Questionnaire) 
The questionnaire consisting of four parts as presented in Table 3.2, was 
designed to measure three unobserved/latent variables (constructs), i.e. “Barriers” 
(Part 2 – Section 2B-1) , “DM effectiveness” (Part 2 – Section 2C), and “OC” (Part 3 
– Section 3A). The measure of the OC-profile (Part 3 – Section 3B) adopted the 
OCAI model (Cameron and Quinn, 2011), which has been used across a range of 
cases frequently previously and so the validity and reliability have been well-
confirmed. The other parts of the questionnaire (Part 1, Part 2 – Section 2A and 2b-2, 
and Part 4) are more contextual that specifically related to the existing current 
practice, which was analysed by descriptive analysis. Therefore, only three 
variables/constructs (“Barriers”, “DM effectiveness”, “OC”) were analysed by EFA.  
All of the three construct measures were developed based on the existing 
literature, and adjusted within the context of this study, and were not tested 
previously other than by the small pilot study. Therefore, there was a need to assess 
the validity and reliability of these measures (Bryman and Cramer, 2009, p. 64). The 
validity of the measures was conducted based on the content validity approach. 
Content validity is an evaluation to what extent a measure can represent the 
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theoretical basis of a construct (Woods, 2004). As the measures were developed 
based on the existing literature and were pre-tested using pilot survey involving a 
number of the sample respondents, therefore content validity can be assumed. 
Reliability is determined as the degree of consistency of a measure to produce 
the same result, if duplicated under similar conditions (Robinson, 2008). The 
reliability test was conducted using Cronbach’s alpha, which provides ‘a lower-
bound estimate’ of reliability more accurate than other estimation methods (Chen and 
Krauss, 2004; Multon and Coleman, 2010). Nunnally (1978) implied that the 
acceptable level of Cronbach’s alpha is 0.70 or greater. In particular, Multon and 
Coleman (2010) provide a guideline for interpreting the value of Cronbach‘s alphas, 
as follows:  
• 0.90 or above = “high” reliability; 
• 0.80 to 0.89 =“very good”; and, 
• 0.70 to 0.79. =“good” or “adequate”. 
Robinson (2008) indicates that Cronbach's alpha is closely related to the 
correlation between items, so, R2 (the squared multiple correlation) can be employed 
to assess whether an individual item should be retained in a scale. The larger R2 value 
indicates that the item is contributing more to internal consistency. Ferketich (1991) 
suggests that the value of corrected-item-total-correlations should range between 
0.30 and 0.70 for achieving a ‘good’ scale. The reliability test at this stage (i.e. once 
the data of the questionnaire survey was collected) functioned as the first screening 
to remove the unreliable items that could not proceed onto the next analysis (EFA). 
After conducting the EFA, the reliability test was also conducted for the new formed 
factors (constructs), which followed by the assessment of the construct validity using 
SEM (i.e. the assessment of the measurement model/ confirmatory factor analysis 
(CFA) model).   
 
3.4.4.2 Descriptive analysis 
Descriptive analysis also employed the Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences (SPSS) version 19 software (IBM Corp., Released 2010), to give an 
overview on the respondent profiles, and the current practices of PSP (the procedures 
and approaches used in the PSP). The descriptive analysis was presented based on 
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the values of mean, standard deviation, median, and mean rank. Mean and median 
values are the central tendency measurement, which was used to describe the average 
opinion of the respondents related to a certain topic. According to Kwok (2008) and 
Weisberg (1992), the mean measures the average set of values/ responses and is 
sensitive to outlier cases. As the data set was already cleaned of outliers in the 
previous stage (the preliminary data analysis), so the mean value can be used in this 
study.  
As a comparison, the median is presented together with the mean value. Kwok 
(2008)  indicates that median is usually applied to ordinal data and is not sensitive to 
outliers. According to Cramer and Howitt (2004) and Hempel (2007), the median 
measures the point in a set of values with the same number of values above and 
below that point. Kwok (2008) suggests that median is calculated by sorting the data 
set from the lowest to highest value and taking the numeric value occurring in the 
middle of the set of observations, or it can be defined as the 50th percentile. 
Richard (2010) indicates that the value of standard deviation (SD) is useful to 
specify the pattern of the data, as it cannot be determined from the value of mean or 
median. SD indicates the distance of individual measurements from the mean score. 
A low SD value implies that the data points are clustered closely around the mean 
value, whereas a high SD suggests that the data are less accurate and spread across a 
large range of values (Richard, 2010). Therefore, SD is also presented to describe the 
variation of the data and to provide an understanding of the characteristics of the data 
set. 
Mean rank based on the Friedman test was employed to identify the rank/ 
priority of the five approaches (i.e.: political, technical, bottom-up approach, top-
down approach, participative) that mostly existed in PSP. Vogt (2005) suggests that 
the Friedman test is a nonparametric test of statistical significance that is appropriate 
for ordinal data from correlated groups. Zumbo (2007) suggests the use of the 
Friedman test to measure two or more comparable dependent variables from the 
same sample, at the same time. This test was used specifically to compare several 
variables using the same sample. 
 
 Chapter 3:Research Design and Method 72 
3.4.4.3 Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) 
EFA is a multivariate statistical technique particularly useful in searching for 
structure among a set of variables and subsequently for grouping highly inter-
correlated variables into distinct sets of factors, or alternatively just as a data 
reduction method (Hair et al., 2010, p.94). EFA was conducted as preliminary data 
screening by summarizing the data before including them into a structural equation 
modelling (SEM). This technique was particularly used to summarize the factors or 
constructs of, “OC” and “Barriers”, as both are unobserved and yet consist of many 
observed variables (indicators). Hair et al. (2010) determine that latent variable or 
unobserved variable is called as ‘factor’ in factor analysis or ‘construct’ in SEM. At 
this stage, EFA was employed in an exploratory fashion, where the researcher has no 
prior knowledge on the relations between the construct and the items that measured 
it. The analysis of EFA was conducted also using Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences (SPSS) version 19 software (IBM Corp., Released 2010).  
EFA involves principal component analysis (PCA) used as a data extraction 
method because the primary objective is for data summarization/ reduction (Hair et 
al., 2010 p.107). PCA extracts the factors based on total variance, using Eigenvalues 
set to unity (value = 1.0). Then, a technique known as Varimax rotation is employed 
to maximize the variance of factor loadings by making high loadings higher and low 
ones lower for each factor (Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007 p.595). The resultant factors 
are presented in a rotated component matrix, and are interpreted by loadings that 
indicate the degree of correlation between each variable and the factors. A high 
factor loading indicates a high correlation. For practical  usage, Hair et al. (2010, p. 
117) suggests that factor loadings in the range of +0.30 to +0.40 are considered as 
the minimal level of interpretation of structures; and loadings +0.50 or greater, are 
considered as being practically significant. Therefore, a factor loading of 0.50 was 
used as the minimum level of statistical significance in this study. This is still higher 
than the minimum loading requirement (0.40) for a sample size of 217 (Hair et al., 
2010, p.117). The other statistical significance indicators involved were, the Bartlett 
test of sphericity (the significance level must not exceed 0.05) to indicate the 
presence of correlations among the variables, and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 
measure of sampling adequacy (MSA) value that must be greater than 0.50 (Hair et 
al., 2010; Tabachnick and Fidell, 2007). 
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3.4.4.4 Structural Equation Modelling (SEM)  
After obtaining a number of factors (constructs) derived from the EFA, the 
next stage was to conduct SEM, to examine the link between OC and the DM 
effectiveness. 
 
An overview and advantages of using SEM 
SEM is a multivariate analysis that is flexible and comprehensive for 
investigating some phenomenon across disciplines and especially appropriate for 
social sciences research (Suhr, 2006; Hooper et al., 2008). SEM offers many 
advantages over traditional multivariate techniques, which was the main reason for 
adopting this technique. In particular, SEM allows a simulant analysis that 
incorporates the observed (measured) and unobserved variables (latent/ constructs), 
independent and dependent variables, in a graphical language, which is a convenient 
and powerful way to present complex relationships and related estimated parameters 
(Suhr, 2006; Hair et al., 2010). Therefore, all coefficients that indicate the 
significance and strength of a particular relationship, can be assessed in the context 
of the complete model, within this model, at the same time (Dion, 2008).  
In addition, SEM allows researchers to recognize the imperfect nature of their 
measures, by explicitly specifying error (Suhr, 2006; Welch, 2010). Researchers can 
control (eliminate) the measurement error of latent variables, which can result in 
more valid coefficients. SEM can avoid multicollinearity problems such as 
unobserved variables representing distinct latent constructs (Suhr, 2006). SEM 
provides multiple tests that give more options for  researchers to evaluate the model-
fit based on a variety of tests, e.g., chi-square, Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Bentler-
Bonett Non-normed Fit Index (NNFI), and Root Mean Squared Error of 
Approximation (RMSEA) (Byrne, 2010; Suhr, 2006; Hair et al., 2010; Hooper et al., 
2008). 
These advantages provide the main justification as to why SEM was employed 
in this study; it is especially suitable for analysing interrelationships between the 
constructs of “OC” and “DM”. OC and DM are latent / unobserved variables or 
variables that cannot be measured directly; these are known as constructs in SEM (or 
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factors in EFA). In this study, OC was a high level construct measured by four 
constructs at a lower level. So, SEM is suitable for this case because it allows the 
analysis of the measurement model at the first and the second orders simultaneously 
(Byrne, 2010). 
 
The procedures of SEM 
The main objective of SEM is to test how a model derived from theory (that 
can also be rooted in experience and practice) has a close fit to the sample data (Hair 
et al., 2010; Dion, 2008). As SEM consists of two main components: measurement 
model and structural model, therefore, SEM analyses are typically conducted in two 
steps (Byrne, 2010; Hair et al., 2010), i.e. first, an analysis of the measurement 
model, and second, an analysis of the structural model (full model). A measurement 
model, also referred to as a CFA model, aims to test the relationship between the 
observed and unobserved variables. Structural models assess relations among the 
unobserved variables (constructs). This analysis employed Analysis of Moment 
Structures (AMOS) version 19 (Arbuckle, 2010), a software tool distributed by SPSS 
Inc., so it allows the data from SPSS analysis set to be directly used in the AMOS 
calculation (Byrne, 2010). 
Several other issues require to be fulfilled before conducting the SEM analysis, 
including the adequacy of the data (discussed in section 3.5.4), which is fulfilled as 
the sample size of 217 is above the general requirement of 200 respondents 
(Boomsma, 1983; Boomsma and Hoogland, 2001). SEM also requires the data to be 
free from missing values, outliers, and normally distributed. The preliminary data 
analysis/cleaning of the data was conducted prior to factor analysis and SEM (the 
results are presented in Section 4.2.2). 
 
Assessment of measurement (CFA) model 
Hair et al. (2010, p.713) provide the following guidelines to assess the validity 
of measurement model: 
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• Although it can be statistically significant, standardized loading estimates 
lower than |. 50| are still too low to qualify as a good item, thus in CFA, 
this item can be a candidate for deletion. 
• Standardized loadings above |1.0| are out of the feasible range indicating 
some problem with the data. 
• Standardized residuals less than |2.5| do not suggest a problem, but if:  
• Standardized residuals greater than |4.0| indicate an unacceptable degree of 
error that suggests a need for deletion of the offending items.  
•  Standardized residuals for any pair of items between |2.5| and |4.0| deserve 
some attention, but may not suggest any changes to the model if there are 
no other problems associated with those two items. 
• Modification indices (MI) should be used only as guidelines for model 
improvements of those relationships that can theoretically be justified. The 
value of MI higher than 4.0, indicate that the fit could be improved 
significantly by freeing the corresponding path to be estimated (by placing 
an arrow between the corresponding covariance error items) (Hair et al., 
2010). Higher MI values that suggest higher parameter changes and 
theoretically supported should be more focused on (Byrne, 2010). 
• Each construct should be measured by at least three indicators and a 
second order construct should consist of a minimum of three constructs at 
the lower level (first order) (Blanthorne et al., 2006; Hair et al., 2010, p. 
707). 
 
Assessment of the structural model (full model) 
SEM requires a measure of fit, or predictive accuracy, that reflects the overall 
model rather than just any single relationship. According to Hair et al. (2010, p. 640), 
the researcher must “accept or reject” the entire model, determining if the overall 
model fit is acceptable before examining any specific relationships. Therefore, the 
measurement  fit or predictive accuracy for other techniques (i.e., R2 for multiple 
regression, classification accuracy in discriminant, or statistical significance analysis 
in MANOVA) are incompatible for SEM (Hair et al., 2010, p. 640). 
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SEM provides a large number of fit indices for evaluating a model fit, but there 
is no exact combination of indices proposed to define the fitness of a model. 
Schreiber et al (2004) highlighted several fit indexes that commonly used, including 
Normed Fit Index (NFI), Non-Normed Fit (NNFI), Incremental Fit Index (IFI), 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 
(RMSEA). In general, Schreiber et al. (2006) suggested to use TLI, CFI and RMSEA 
for one-time analysis. Whereas, Hair et al. (2010, p. 678) recommended that the 
assessment of a model fit should cover these five main criteria: 
• The χ2 value and the associated DF 
• One absolute fit index (i.e., GFI, RMSEA, or SRMR) 
• One incremental fit index (i.e., CFI or TLI) 
• One goodness-of-fit index (i.e., GFI, CFI, TLI, etc.) 
• One badness-of-fit index (RMSEA, SRMR, etc.) 
In addition, Hair et al. (2010, p. 678) suggests that using three to four fit 
indices is sufficient to provide evidence of model fit. Accordingly, the assessment of 
model validity in this study was based on these main five criteria, which covered the 
following fit indices: CMIN/DF, GFI, CFI, TLI and RMSEA. The following Table 
3.5 provides the criteria of fit indices used in this study which are also associated 
with the minimum requirements of multiple indices suggested by Hair et al. (2010). 
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Table 3.5 Criteria for assessing Goodness-of-fit of a model 
 Indexes & Descriptions Interpretation 
 
The χ2 value and the 
associated DF. 
 
CMIN/DF  
(χ2 = Chi Square = CMIN) 
DF= Degree of Freedom 
< 2 (excellent fit) 
3-5 (acceptable fit) 
>5  (poor fit) 
Absolute fit index: 
how well the model 
fits the sample data 
 
GFI (Goodness of Fit) 
- still not very sensitive to sample size 
- rarely used recently 
- the value range from 0 – 1 (higher value 
indicates better fit) 
 
1 (perfect fit) 
Goal is > .90 (good fit) 
RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of 
Approximation) 
- one of most widely used measures 
- it better represent how well a model fits a 
population, not just a sample used for 
estimation 
- Lower RMSEA values indicate better fit 
 
With 95% confidence, the 
suggested values: 
< .08 (acceptable fit) 
< .06(good fit) 
< .03 (excellent fit) 
 
 
Incremental Fit 
Indices: how well the 
estimated model fits 
relatively to some 
alternative baseline 
model (null model). 
This covers: NFI, 
TLI, CFI and RNI. 
TLI & CFI are the 
most widely used. 
 
NFI (Normed Fit Index) 
The value ranges from 0 to 1. 
 
Closer to 1 the better fit. 
Goal is >.90 
TLI (Tucker-Lewis Index) 
The value ranges from 0 to 1. 
 
Closer to 1 the better fit. 
Goal is >.90 
CFI (Bentler Comparative Fit Index) 
The value ranges from 0 to 1. 
 
Closer to 1 the better fit. 
Goal is >.90 
RNI (Relative Noncentrality Index) 
The value ranges from 0 to 1. 
 
Closer to 1 the better fit. 
Goal is >.90 
Source: (Hair et al., 2010; Hooper et al., 2008; Jackson et al., 2005) 
 
 
Model re-specification for improving the model fitness 
Subsequently, if a model does not meet the criteria of goodness-of-fit, there is a 
need to respecify the model to improve its fitness. AMOS (Arbuckle, 2010) provides 
two types of information for identifying model misspecification, i.e. the standardized 
residuals and modification indices (MI) (Byrne, 2010, p. 84). Joreskog and Sorbom, 
1993, cited in Byrne (2010, p. 86) suggest that the value of standardized residuals 
higher than 2.58 are considered to be large, thus it suggests for deletion. The values 
of MI greater than 4.0 suggest for model improvement by allowing the paths (placing 
covariance error arrows) between related items to be estimated, but they should be 
theoretically based, or by deleting the items that indicate many covariance errors 
with other items, thus create distinct measurement models (Hair et al., 2010). The 
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other criteria for model improvement are similar to the assessment of measurement 
(CFA) model validity as previously explained (in page 74-75). 
 
3.4.4.5 Organisational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI) 
Part 3 – Section 3B of the questionnaire adopted the Organizational Culture 
Assessment Instrument (OCAI), which uses an ipsative scale (0-100). Hence, the 
quantitative data analysis must be conducted separately from the previous analyses. 
There are six groups of questions in Section 3B that represent the six key dimensions 
of OC. Each group has four items / statements that refer to the four cultural types, 
i.e.: clan, adhocracy, market and hierarchy. The respondents were asked to scale 
from 1 – 100 for each of the statements. Subsequently, the analysis was conducted by 
plotting the data into the OCAI quadrant model to obtain the OC-profile of an 
organisation and to identify a need for cultural orientation changes to support the 
effectiveness of the DM process. 
OCAI is based on the competing values framework, developed by Cameron 
and Quinn (2011), which is recommended for identifying the major approaches to 
organisational design, stages of life cycle development, organisational quality, 
theories of effectiveness, leadership roles and roles of human resource managers, and 
management skills. Cameron and Quinn (2011, p. 81) imply that the main purpose of 
developing a culture profile for an organisation is to assist them: 
• to identify what type of culture change is most appropriate, if any,  
• to identify in what ways culture can most profitably be modified, and  
• to prepare for implementing a culture change process 
According to Cameron and Quinn (2011, p. 81), the assessment of OC-profile 
provides the pictures of the overall culture profile and also the profiles of each of the 
six cultural attributes (i.e., dominant characteristic, organisational leadership, 
management employee, organisational glue, strategic emphases, and criteria of 
success), that can be used to generate various perspectives of OC-profile 
interpretation, such as: 
• the type of culture that dominates an organisation, 
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• discrepancies between the current and the preferred future culture of an 
organisation, 
• the strength of the culture type that dominates an organisation,  
• the congruence of the culture profiles generated on different attributes and 
by different individuals in an organisation 
• A comparison of an organisation’s culture profile with the average culture 
profiles of almost one thousand organisations as rated by approximately 
fourteen thousands of their managers (this was not undertaken in this 
study).  
However, Cameron and Quinn (2011) suggest that the interpretative OC-profile 
should be associated with the aims/ the objectives of the study. In this research, 
identification of the existing and the preferred OC-profile aims to determine whether 
an adjustment of OC-profile to a more suitable profile is required to improve the 
effectiveness of decision-making in PSP. 
 
3.5 SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS 
Silverman (2010) recommends that an interview is a technique that is highly 
suitable for defining research topics broadly and not narrowly, covers contextual or 
complex multivariate conditions and not just isolated variables, and relies on 
multiple and not singular sources of evidence. Naoum (2007) suggests that an 
interview can be used for explaining causality and for investigating the linkage 
amongst the objects of the research study. This technique was employed to provide 
an in-depth investigation of how the identified OC-profile can actually impact on the 
DM effectiveness and how such an impact can improve the current practices of PSP. 
It was particularly used to validate the new proposed OC framework, including its 
applicability in a real-life context in the studied organisations. 
This study adopts the semi-structured interview technique using an open-ended 
questionnaire allowing the researcher to have more control over the topics; this is 
more difficult if using unstructured interviews. This method, however, still provides 
more flexibility for the respondents to answer the questions based on their opinions, 
as there is no fixed range of responses to each question compared with a structured 
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interview that uses close-ended questions (Ayres, 2008). This technique was 
employed at this stage of the research for framework validation. The questionnaire 
for the semi-structured interview (Appendix B) consists of four main sections, which 
examine how: 
• OC-dimensions can actually impact the effectiveness of DM 
• OC-profiles changes can actually impact the effectiveness of DM 
• The elements of DM effectiveness are impacted by the set of OC 
approach.   
• The set of OC approach can address the existing barriers.   
 
3.5.1 Participants for the semi-structured interviews 
The semi-structured interview was aimed at validating the new OC framework 
developed based on the survey results. The sample was also taken from the same 
type of organisations in the three provinces of interest. The number of participants 
was not as many as in the earlier part of the survey, as it was conducted for 
validation purposes. The interviews involved several participants, i.e. 1-2 
respondents per organisation, whom were randomly selected from two organisations 
in the three provinces. The participants were particularly selected at levels of echelon 
II, III or IV, as they were assumed to have deeper understanding of PSP compared to 
the staff level. Therefore, it was considered that they could provide more significant 
feedback to refine the new OC based framework.  
 
3.5.2 Data Analysis of the Semi-structured Interview 
The semi-structured interviews were conducted by asking the respondents’ 
opinions about the OC based framework developed for improving the effectiveness 
of the PSP. The validation was conducted against the following propositions related 
to the content of the framework: 
• OC-dimensions can actually impact the effectiveness of DM 
• OC orientation changes can actually impact the effectiveness of DM 
• The elements of DM effectiveness are impacted by the set of OC approaches.   
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• The set of OC approaches can address the existing barriers.   
The qualitative data analysis involved coding and content analysis to elaborate it into 
the discussion presented in Chapter 6. 
 
3.6 ETHICS CONSIDERATION 
The confidentiality of every participant in this study is very important and has 
to be properly protected. This research followed QUT Research Ethics guidelines, 
which also meets the Science and Engineering Faculty requirements. Covering letters 
were attached to the questionnaires explaining the purpose of the research, ensuring 
confidentiality of the respondents, as well as describing the benefits of the study. 
 
3.7 SUMMARY 
This chapter presents the research design and provides rationalization for the 
selection of research methods, which is followed with the description of the 
instruments used for data collection, and the sample selection and data analysis 
procedures. This research adopted a mixed methodology, which was conducted in 
two phases. The first is involving a quantitative approach using a questionnaire 
survey. The analysis was undertaken using EFA and Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences (SPSS) version 19 software (IBM Corp., Released 2010)  and the 
CFA and SEM used AMOS 19 software (Arbuckle, 2010). The analysis of OC-
profile used the OCAI of Cameron and Quinn (2011). A new OC based framework is 
proposed for improving DM effectiveness and this was developed in Phase-1 of the 
Research. This framework was subsequently validated in Phase-2 using semi-
structured interviews and was interpreted using a qualitative approach. 
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Chapter 4: The Current Practice of the 
Project Selection Process (PSP) 
4.1 INTRODUCTION 
This study aims to improve the current practice of the project selection process 
(PSP). In order to achieve this aim, three research questions were addressed and the 
methodologies used to undertake the analysis of the data collected was explained in 
Chapter 3 (the summary is presented in Table 3.1). Chapter 4 presents an assessment 
of the current practices of PSP, which will provide the answer to the first research 
question. As described in Chapter 3, this uses data taken from the relevant part of the 
questionnaire survey.  
The analysis involved the application of descriptive statistics and examines, the 
inherent procedures and approaches applied at a regional / local level, the existing 
barriers to those the current practices of the PSP, the existing decision-making (DM) 
effectiveness of PSP, and the existing organisational culture (OC) related to decision-
making (DM). In addition, as both “barriers” and “OC” were latent variables 
measured by many observed variables, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was used 
for summarizing the observed variables for “barriers” and “OC”. However, the 
preliminary results obtained prior to applying all of these analyses are presented to 
indicate the reliability of the data.  
 
4.2 PRELIMINARY RESULTS 
Results of the preliminary data analysis, which was aimed at ensuring the 
reliability of the data, are presented in this section before the description of 
conducting the subsequent analysis.  
 
4.2.1 Demography of respondents 
Understanding of the characteristics of the collected sample is important to 
identify that a representative sample of the population of interest was obtained. This 
is essential for establishing the validity of the conclusions drawn for the whole 
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population. The sample participants of the survey were selected based on purposive 
sampling, which is a type of non-probability sampling as described in Chapter 3 
(Section 3.4.2).  
In total, 300 questionnaires were distributed to the two target organisations, 
Regional Development Agency/ Badan Perencanaan Pembangunan Daerah 
(BAPPEDA) and Public-Work Department/ Dinas Pekerjaan Umum – Bina Marga 
(PU-BM), in five randomly selected regions, in the three provinces (Bali, NTB, 
NTT). Initially, the period for the survey was planned for March 2011 – May 2011. 
However, due to the initial low response rate obtained from the province of East 
Nusa Tenggara/ Nusa Tenggara Timur (NTT), i.e. 36 respondents, compared to the 
other two provinces, i.e.: 81 respondents from the province of West Nusa Tenggara/ 
Nusa Tenggara Barat (NTB) and 73 respondents from the province of Bali, the 
survey was extended for another three months (May 2011– Aug 2011) in NTT. The 
survey in NTT was conducted by retrieving samples from five other new selected 
regions, to achieve a closer sample proportion with the other provinces. Finally, 
sample the total collected in NTT reached 63 respondents. 
 
Table 4.1  Number of Respondents 
Organisation 
Province   
BAPPEDA PU-BM Total 
Bali  33 40 73 
NTB 42 39 81 
NTT 29 34 63 
Total 104 113 217 
Note:  NTB: Nusa Tenggara Barat/ West Nusa Tenggara 
NTT: Nusa Tenggara Timut/ East Nusa Tenggara 
 
Table 4.1 summarises the data gathered from Part 1 of the questionnaire 
survey that shows the total sample size is 217/300 (72.3 per cent). This data fulfilled 
the predetermined criteria that the sample selected be based on: (a) geography (Bali, 
NTB, NTT), (b) type of per cent organisation (BAPPEDA and PU-BM), and (c) 
levels of decision-making (Echelons II, III, IV and staff). This table also indicates 
that the proportion of samples is nearly equal in the three provinces and in the two 
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organisations. The differences between locations were merely due to the availability 
of respondents participating in the survey. 
In terms of their position in the organisation, the respondents were dominated 
by staff (70.1 per cent), followed by the upper level of decision-making, i.e., Echelon 
IV, Echelon III and Echelon II, (as presented in Table C- 4 of Appendix C- 1) . This 
demonstrates a logical distribution of respondents that accurately mirrors the real-life 
scenario, i.e., that the number of people in the selected organisations is normally 
dominated by the lower level of decision-making (staff). In addition, the education 
level of respondents was dominated by “Bachelor”, i.e., undergraduate level (63.1 
per cent) (see Table C- 5 of Appendix C- 1). Most of the respondents (44.7 per cent) 
had been involved in their organisations for 5-10 years (see Table C- 6 of Appendix 
C- 1). This indicates that most of the respondents have an appropriate level of 
education to be able to understand and answer the questionnaire properly, and also 
have adequate experience working within their organisations, so they can be assumed 
to be familiar with the cultures of their organisations (the way people ‘do things’ in 
the organisation) and this ensures that representative samples and valid information 
(data) were obtained. 
 
4.2.2 Refinement of the data set 
This section describes how the data was ‘cleaned’ prior to the subsequent 
analysis. This involved screening and treatment of the data collected using the 
questionnaire survey Part2- Section 2B and 2C, and Part 3-Section 3A, which was 
measured in Likert response format. 
 
Handling Missing Values  
The result of a missing value analysis (MVA) conducted using Statistical 
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) version 19 software (IBM Corp., Released 
2010), indicated that there was no variable that had more than 5% of missing data 
(see Table C- 9, Appendix C- 2). The result of a Missing Completely at Random 
(MCAR) test (or indicated by the Little’s MCAR test) has a significance level of 
0.653, demonstrating non-significant difference between the observed missing data 
pattern and a random pattern. It means that the missing data were totally randomly 
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distributed. The result of this test (Chi-Square = 412.942, DF 425, Sig.= 0.653) is 
presented in Table C- 10 of Appendix C- 2. 
As the percentage of missing data were very low (less than 5 per cent, i.e., 
lower than 10 per cent) and the pattern was completely random, then according to 
Hair et al. (2010, p.56) any imputation method can be applied. So, the missing data 
were replaced by means substitution, which is the simplest technique appropriate for 
this stage and effective for data using  Likert type-scales (Raaijmakers, 1999). This 
technique is better than just deleting the incomplete cases/ observations, which can 
reduce the number of overall samples (as explained in Chapter 3). 
 
Handling Outliers  
Screening of the outliers was conducted using the box-plot feature in SPSS 
version 19 (IBM Corp., Released 2010) and indicated that there were outlier cases of 
around 5 per cent for both the low and the high values (see Table C- 9 of Appendix 
C- 2). In view of this, Winsorization was employed for handling the outlier problem, 
i.e. by converting/replacing the extreme scores with the nearest values in each tail of 
the distribution. 
 
Checking the Normality of Distribution 
The results of descriptive analysis for both skewness and kurtosis showed that 
the values were within the recommended levels, i.e. a value of skewness lower than 
2.0 and a value of kurtosis lower than 7.0 (Curran et al., 1996). This indicated a 
univariate normal distribution (see Table C- 9, Appendix C- 2). As Byrne (2010 
p.105) previously demonstrated, the effect of multivariate non-normality is generally 
trivial and so this test was not conducted for this study. Based on these results that 
indicated univariate normality distribution, there is confidence in the data. The final 
data set that was treated for missing values, outliers and had normal univariate 
distribution and is presented in Table C- 11 of Appendix C- 2. 
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4.2.3 Validity and reliability of the measures in the instrument (Questionnaire) 
The instrument (the questionnaire survey) used measured three latent variables/ 
constructs, i.e. “Barriers” (Part 2 – Section 2B-1), “DM effectiveness” (Part 2 – 
Section 2C), and “OC” (Part 3 – Section 3A). As the measures were developed based 
on the existing literature and were pre-tested using the pilot survey involving a 
number of the sample respondents, therefore content validity can be assumed 
(Woods, 2004). The reliability test involving Cronbach’s alpha for these three 
constructs was conducted as the first screening after obtaining the data of the 
questionnaire survey, and before conducting EFA and SEM. The unreliable items 
were removed/ deleted and only reliable items were assessed in the next analysis 
(EFA). Reliability tests for each of these constructs are presented in the following 
sections. The detailed reliability tests can be seen in Appendix C-3.  
 
Reliability Test of Construct -“Barriers” 
The reliability test for “Barriers” is presented in Appendix C-3- 1. The result 
indicated that the overall Cronbach’s alpha for all items (10 items) is 0.794 (Table C- 
12). The coefficient of Cronbach’s alpha of each item ranges between 0.751 – 0.814, 
which is greater than 0.70 indicating reliable scales (Nunnally, 1978; Multon and 
Coleman, 2010). So, although one item (“Bar_1_no_outlier”) indicated a value of 
corrected item-total correlations lower than 0.30 (Ferketich, 1991), this item was not 
deleted at this stage as overall, the measurement of the variable “Barriers” is a 
reliable. 
 
Reliability Test of construct -“DM effectiveness” 
The reliability test for latent variable “DM effectiveness” is presented in 
Appendix C-3- 2. The result indicates that: 
• The overall Cronbach’s alpha for all items is 0.879 (Table C - 14), which 
indicates reliable (‘very good’) scale/measurement scales (Multon and 
Coleman, 2010). 
• The coefficient of Cronbach’s alpha of each item is also above 0.80, 
indicating reliable (‘very good’) scale (Table C - 15). 
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• The values of corrected-item-total-correlations (Table C - 15) of all items 
were in an expected range between 0.30 - 0.70 (Ferketich, 1991) 
Overall, the measurement for the variable “DM effectiveness” is reliable 
 
Reliability Test of Construct - “OC” 
 “OC” was measured by ten (10) groups of OC dimensions, which consisted of 
59 items in total. The reliability test was conducted for each group of OC dimensions 
and for the whole ten groups. The results are summarised in the following Table 4.2.  
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Table 4.2 Reliability Test of Measurement for Variable “OC” 
 
Note: items = questions (in the questionnaire survey) = indicator 
No  
OC-dimensions 
Cronbach’s 
alpha 
(Overall) 
Inter-Item 
Correlation 
Matrix 
Corrected-item-
total-correlations 
Scale remark Number of 
items 
 
Deleted items 
Number of 
item after 
deletion 
1. Empowerment 
(Appendix C-3-3- 1) 
0.818 + Within range Very good/ 
Reliable 
7 - 7 
2. Team Orientation 
(Appendix C-3-3- 2) 
0.858 + Within range Very good/ 
Reliable   
7 - 7 
3. Development 
(Appendix C-3-3- 3) 
0.775 + Within range Good/ 
Reliable 
3 Q17 2 
4. Stakeholder Satisfaction 
(Appendix C-3-3- 4) 
0.675 + Within range Adequate 6 Q22_no_outlier; 
 
5 
5. Coordination &Intergration 
(Appendix C-3-3- 5) 
0.795 + Within range Good/ Reliable 5 Q27 4 
6. Agreement 
(Appendix C-3-3- 6) 
0.607 + Within range Adequate 4 
 
Q31 3 
7. Strategic, Direction & Intent 
(Appendix C-3-3- 7) 
0.771 + Within range, 
except Q36  
Good/ 
Reliable 
6 - 6 
8. Goals and objectives 
(Appendix C-3-3- 8) 
0.750 + Within range Good/ Reliable 5 - 5 
9. Vision 
(Appendix C-3-3- 9) 
0.850 + Within range Very good/  
Reliable 
5 - 5 
10. Power Distance 
(Appendix C-3-3- 10) 
0.637 + Within range Adequate  11 - 11 
 Overall OC-dimensions 
(Appendix C-3-3- 11) 
0.938 + Within range Reliable 55 - 55 
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As indicated in Table 4.2, four items were deleted due to their unreliability, 
thus 55 items remained. Among the ten groups of OC dimensions, seven were 
indicated as reliable measures with Cronbach’s alpha above 0.70, varying between 
0.750 and 0.858. The other three groups reached alpha coefficients lower than 0.70. 
These were “Stakeholder Satisfaction” (0.675), “Agreement” (0.607) and “Power 
Distance” (0.637), which means that these groups were unreliable measures. 
However, as the overall Cronbach’s alpha of the ten groups (55 items), indicated 
high reliability (0.938), therefore, no further items were deleted at this stage in order 
to increase the alpha coefficients. Construct “OC”, which consist of 55 items 
(indicators), was included in the subsequent analysis, i.e. EFA. The detailed 
reliability test of “OC” is presented in Appendix C-3- 3. 
 
4.3 PROJECT SELECTION PROCESS (PSP) AT THE REGIONAL LEVEL 
This section presents the analysis of the data taken from the questionnaire 
survey Part 2- Section 2A-a and 2A-b related to the procedures of the project 
selection process (PSP), and Part 2- Section 2B-2, which examines the priority of 
approaches used in the selection of projects. This analysis aims to provide an 
understanding on the existing condition/ current practices of PSP, which are 
particularly related to: 1) the procedures of the PSP, i.e., the aim to define the 
similarity of the PSP at the regional level, therefore, this ensures the applicability of 
the conclusions eventually being drawn, and, 2) the rank of the approach that 
predominantly influences the DM process, amongst the five approaches (top-down, 
bottom-up, participative, technical and political).  
 
4.3.1 The Procedures of PSP 
In Part 2- Section 2A-a of the questionnaire survey, the respondents were 
asked if the current PSP practices were being conducted based on Law No. 25/2004 
about the National Development Planning System. The descriptive analysis 
(Appendix D- 1) confirmed that 94.5 per cent of respondents implied that the 
procedures for conducting the process of project selection are the same in all the 
surveyed regions, and are mainly based on National Law No. 25/2004 about the 
National Development Planning System. This enquiry confirms that PSP at the 
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regional level in Indonesia refers to the same national law. Only a few respondents 
(5.5 per cent) stated that the procedures were different and provided additional 
comments on the question of Part 2- Section 2A-b.  
In Part 2- Section 2A-b, the respondents were asked to state if there any other 
procedures besides the National Law No. 25/2004. Further statements explained that 
there are several regulations used to support the implementation of the regional 
planning development but that these still fundamentally refer to the same National 
Law No. 25/2004, as follows: 
• SK No. 77/KPTS/Db/1990: Technical Instruction for Planning and 
Proposing Regional Road Programme, issued by the Department of Public 
Work 
• KEPPRES No. 80/2003: Guidelines for Procurement of Government 
Goods / Services (later renewed as PERPRESS 54/2010). According to the 
latest literature, PERPRES 54/2010 was renewed twice, firstly it was 
developed as PERPRES 35/2011, and then the latest renewal is PERPRES 
70/2012, which has been valid since 1 August 2012. This regulation 
provides the guidelines for government/ public procurement including 
goods, construction work, consultant services, and other services(Mustafa, 
2012). 
• PP No. 58/2005 is provided to operationally support KEPPRES No. 
80/2003 (now PERPRES 70/2012). This regulation focuses on the 
management of regional public finance (Government of Indonesia, 2005). 
Further comments related to the procedures of the PSP at the regional level is 
summarised as follows: 
The selection process for any regional public infrastructure projects, including 
roads, is carried out through a forum called Musrenbang (musyawarah  perencanaan 
pembangunan). Musrenbang is a participative and consultative forum of 
development planning that is conducted annually through a number of DM levels, 
established from the community level (village/ desa/ kelurahan, referred to as 
Musrenbang Desa), and continued to the upper level at the sub-district forum 
(Musrenbang Kecamatan) and then, discussed in the larger forum at the 
district/regional level (Musrenbang Kota/ Kabupaten). Musrenbang is a forum for 
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public consultation that involves all the related stakeholders, and decision-makers, 
and aims to synchronize the priority of development programmes for all stages and at 
each Musrenbang level. 
Project proposals are discussed and assessed at each level of Musrenbang 
forum, and are associated with available resources (budgets), and also with the 
established medium-term development plan/ Rencana Pembangunan Jangka 
Menengah (RPJM). An RPJM is a five year development plan. The programme 
contained in the RPJM is accomplished by Musrenbang every year and is aimed at 
agreeing the Regional Government Work Plan/ Rencana Kerja Pemerintah Daerah 
(RKPD that provides the detailed annual planning/ activities. 
The local government operational unit involved in the Musrenbang forum is 
called the Satuan Kerja Perangkat Daerah (SKPD), which represents a specific 
governmental department/body/institution. For example, the Regional Public Works 
is an SKPD responsible for road development planning at the regional level. The 
function of this SKPD is to compose a five year strategic plan (called Rencana 
strategies/ Renstra SKPD), and also to establish an annual regional work plan 
development/ Rencana Kerja Pembangunan Daerah (RKPD). 
The Regional Development Agency/ Badan Perencanaan Daerah (BAPPEDA) 
is the government body that organises the forum for all SKPDs, the community 
representatives, other stakeholders and it is held at a regional level. In this forum, all 
the projects that are proposed from the previous lower level of Musrenbang, are 
assessed/ evaluated based on regional medium-term development plan/ Rencana 
Pembangunan Jangka Menengah Daerah (RPJMD) which is also the reflection and 
extension of the national medium-term development plan/ Rencana Pembangunan 
Jangka Menengah Nasional (RPJMN); and based on the strategic planning of the 
local government operational units (Renstra SKPD). This regional forum (also 
known as Musrenbang Kabupaten) aims to synchronise and to agree the priority of  
programmes and activities through discussions and ultimately by reaching consensus,  
incorporating both a top-down and bottom-up approach, and according to the 
regional administration authority. The results from the descriptive analysis above 
concluded that basically the procedures for conducting PSP refers to National Law 
No. 25/2004 about the National Development Planning System, which is supported 
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by other regulations that function as operational guidelines for conducting project 
planning at the regional level. 
 
4.3.2 The most significant approaches that influence the PSP 
According to National Law No. 25/2004 about the National Development 
Planning System, there are five approaches employed in the selection process of 
public infrastructure projects (including roads) covering: political, technical, bottom-
up, top-down and participative. In the questionnaire survey Part 2- section 2B-2, the 
respondents were asked to rank the approach that is actually used among the existing 
approaches (Political, Technical, Bottom-up, Top-down and Participative). The data 
analysis involved descriptive statistics and the Friedman test (Appendix D- 2).  
 
Table 4.3 Descriptive statistics of the most significant approach that influence the PSP 
 Approach Mean Mean Rank*  Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 
Participative 3.37 3.41 1.359 1 5 
Top-Down 3.21 3.23 1.277 1 5 
Political 2.88 2.90 1.554 1 5 
Technical 2.84 2.86 1.248 1 5 
Bottom-Up 2.59 2.60 1.299 1 5 
*Friedman test; N= 217 ; p-value: sig <.05 
 
Based on the mean rank values, Table 4.3 presents the rank of the most to least 
significant approach that influence the PSP were as follows: 1). Participative 
approach; 2). Top-down approach; 3). Political approach; 4). Technical 5). Bottom-
up. The p value (Sig < 0.05) indicated that there was difference between these five 
approaches, but that it was very small. The values of the standard deviation (SD) 
range from 1.248 - 1.554 indicating high dispersion data points from the mean value, 
suggesting that the respondents’ opinions were not strongly expressed. Further 
clarification was sought during the interview session (at the validation of the 
proposed framework phase), which is discussed in the Chapter 6. 
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4.4 EXISTING BARRIERS TO THE CURRENT PRACTICES OF PSP 
This section presents the analyses of the questionnaire Part 2- Section 2B–1 – 
concerning the existing barriers to the current practices of PSP. These involved: (1) 
descriptive analysis of the existing barriers, (2) exploratory factor analysis (EFA) for 
summarising the indicators that measured the construct of “Barriers”, which was 
aimed to simplify the overall data analysis.  
Although the procedures of PSP are well-intentioned, several barriers were 
identified that possibly intervene with the current practices. Respondents were asked 
to rate on a scale of one to six (“strongly-disagree” to “strongly-agree”) their 
opinions related to the predetermined 10 (ten) barriers. The descriptive analysis of 
the existing barriers is presented in Table 4.4, which is ranked based on the mean 
value. 
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Table 4.4 The Existing Barriers to the Current Practice of PSP 
Rank/ 
Code 
Barrier Valid Mean Median SD 
1 
(Bar-1) 
Limited budget compared with the number of 
proposed projects 
217 5.41 6.00 0.708 
2 
(Bar-8) 
The tasks are performed based on established 
procedure but difficult for the proposed project to 
realize the end decision. 
217 4.59 5.00 1.029 
3 
(Bar-5) 
Difficulties to communicate the government’s  
programme to participants (community / 
community representatives) 
217 3.97 4.00 1.227 
4 
(Bar-2) 
Difficulty identifying the needs /Difficult to 
prioritize project based on its urgency 
217 3.94 4.00 1.342 
5 
(Bar-3) 
Lack of meaningful involvement of other 
stakeholders (other governmental institutions) in 
budget preparation and implementation 
217 3.83 4.00 1.191 
6 
(Bar-4) 
Lack of meaningful involvement of communities 
(community representatives) to provide relevant 
information related to the current problems/needs. 
217 3.79 4.00 1.190 
7 
(Bar-7) 
 
Lack of coordination between related institutions, 
unclear and inapplicable vision , mission and 
goals 
217 3.79 4.00 1.332 
8 
(Bar-6) 
Difficulties to communicate the government 
programme to lower level of decision-makin 
217 3.77 4.00 1.252 
  
9 
(Bar-10) 
Lack of proper skills to perform the task. 
 
217 3.44 3.00 1.436 
If you select “agree” (by ticking scale 4/5/6) for question above, in which particular level, 
the skills need to be improved? 
 
a. At Community level (Kelurahan/Village) 136 4.38 4.00 1.277 
b. At  Sub-district level (Kecamatan) 136 4.48 5.00 1.241 
c. At District level  (Kabupaten/ regional) 135 4.62 5.00 1.371 
  
10 
(Bar-9) 
Lack of employees’ motivation and commitment 
to perform the task properly 
 
217 3.36 3.64 1.415 
If you select “agree” for  question above , what are the factors influencing the decreasing 
motivation and commitment of staff to perform the task properly? 
 
a. Small number of proposed projects that actually 
succeed to be finally approved 
151 4.19 4.00 1.298 
b. The proposed projects have less interest from the 
upper level 
148 3.98 4.00 1.407 
c. Unmatched objectives between the upper level 
decision-making  and the lower level of decision-
making 
148 3.98 4.00 1.518 
The barriers are ranked based on the mean values, from the highest to the lowest. 
 
Amongst these 10 (ten) barriers, the respondents stated their agreement that 
eight barriers have occurred in the PSP, which is indicated by the mean-value of 
higher than 3.50 (the cut-off point). The most indicated barriers are “Limited budget 
compared to the number of proposed projects” (mean value 5.41). The second is 
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“tasks performed based on established procedures make it difficult for proposed 
projects to realize a final decision” (mean value 4.59). These two are followed by the 
other six barriers with a mean value range of 3.97 – 3.77. The detailed results of 
descriptive analysis can be seen in Appendix D- 3. 
The other two barriers have mean values lower than 3.50, i.e. Bar-10/“Lack of 
proper skills to perform the task” (3.44) and Bar-9/ “Lack of employees’ motivation 
and commitment to perform the task properly” (3.36). This suggests that the 
respondents slightly disagree that these barriers have occurred in the current practice. 
However, considering high standard deviation (SD) values of these two barriers and 
the mean values of the three sub-questions of these two barriers which are above the 
cut-off point as indicated by more than 62 per cent of the respondents; this suggests 
that the disagreement opinion was not strongly expressed or the result is less 
accurate. There is a need to investigate in further by comparing with other findings 
based on interviews and the literature, which is discussed in Chapter 6 (discussion). 
Therefore, these two barriers were still included in the subsequent analysis, i.e. 
exploratory factor analysis (EFA), aimed at summarising indicators of variable 
“Barriers”.  
Bar-9 and Bar-10 have three related sub-barriers which were not included in 
EFA, because they have different numbers of valid samples with the other main 
barriers (N = 217, see Table 4.4). Table 4.5 presents the overall result of EFA of 
variable/construct “Barriers”, which formed three groups of factor. More detailed 
results are in Appendix D- 4. Item deletion was not conducted as the lowest loading 
(Bar-7/ 0.490) is still above 0.40 as the minimum requirement of loading value for a 
sample size of 200 (Hair et al., 2010). Also, the overall reliability test for variable 
“Barriers” indicated by the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of 0.794 (Appendix C-3- 1), 
is above the minimum acceptable level 0.70 (Nunnally, 1978). This suggests a good 
reliability scale (Multon and Coleman, 2010). (Note: the variable of “Barrier” was 
not included in the SEM analysis, because the objective was to determine the 
existing barriers as a part of the description of the current practice of the PSP).  
A further investigation on how OC can be operated to manage these barriers 
was integrated with the results from the semi-structured interviews and is elaborated 
in the discussion chapter later. 
 Chapter 4:The Current Practice of the Project Selection Process (PSP) 97 
Table 4.5 Result of Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) of the variable/ construct “Barriers” 
Item’s code Items Loadings Name of factor Cronbach’s 
alpha 
Bar-4 Lack of meaningful involvement of communities (community representatives) 
to provide relevant information related to the current problems/needs. 
0.809 BAR-I:  
Inadequate “meaningful” involvement, 
coordination and communication within 
internal and external organisation, in order to 
determine the priority of projects 
0.794 
 
Bar-3 Lack of meaningful involvement of other stakeholders (other governmental 
institutions) in budget preparation and implementation; 
0.771 
Bar-2 Difficulty identifying the needs /Difficult to prioritize project based on its 
urgency  
0.746 
Bar-6 Difficulties to communicate the government’s programme to lower level of 
decision-making 
0.518 
Bar-5 Difficulties to communicate the government programme to participants 
(community / community representatives) 
0.516 
Bar-7 Lack of coordination between related institutions, unclear and inapplicable 
vision, mission and goals. 
0.490 
Bar-9 Lack of employees’ motivation and commitment to perform the task properly 
 
0.876 BAR-II:  
Inadequate “meaningful” motivation, 
commitment and proper skill of employees to 
perform the tasks appropriately 
Bar-10 Lack of proper skills to perform the task. 0.848 
Bar-8 The tasks are performed based on established procedure but difficult for the 
proposed project to realize the end decision. 
0.666 BAR-III: 
Difficult for the proposed project to realize the 
end decision and limited budget compared to 
the number of the proposed projects 
Bar-1 Limited budget compared to the number of the proposed projects; 0.653 
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4.5 EXISTING DM EFFECTIVENESS OF THE PSP 
This section aims to provide an overview on how effective the existing DM 
practices are within the overall PSP.  Using a descriptive analysis, the data obtained 
from the questionnaire survey Part 2- Section 2C-1 was examined. Respondents 
were asked to scale the DM effectiveness based on the criteria of the DM process and 
the DM quality using a Likert response format ranging from 1 to 6, (1 =“strongly 
ineffective”, and 6 =“strongly effective”). 
Table 4.6 depicts the respondents’ opinions about the DM effectiveness of the 
PSP measured based on the criteria of the DM process. The mean values of each 
element of the DM process ranged from 4.51 to 4.64, which indicate that the DM 
process was at level “slightly effective”. However, the median value of each element 
was 5.00 indicating the level of “effective”. Therefore, a further justification was 
made based on the “overall DM Process effectiveness”, which has an average mean 
value (4.56) and median value (4.60). Both of these values indicate that overall the 
DM process is at level “slightly effective”. In addition, its lower SD value (0.732) 
suggests a more reliable data, or the respondent opinion is more strongly indicated 
(Richard, 2010).  
Table 4.6 The effectiveness of the PSP measured in term of the DM Process 
No Criteria Min 
 
Max 
 
Mean 
 
Median Std. 
Deviation 
1. Identify problems and objectives 3 6 4.51 5.00 0.877 
2. Collect relevant information 3 6 4.52 5.00 0.828 
3. Generate feasible options 3 6 4.58 5.00 0.969 
4. Evaluate and select the best alternative 3 6 4.64 5.00 0.948 
5. Implement and evaluation 3 6 4.56 5.00 0.922 
“Overall DM Process effectiveness” 3 6 4.56 4.60 0.732 
Scale: 1= strongly ineffective; 2= ineffective; 3= slightly ineffective; 4= slightly effective;  
5= effective;  6= strongly effective . (N=217) 
 
In the questionnaire Part 2- Section 2C-2, respondents were asked to scale the 
DM effectiveness of the current practice of the PSP based on the criteria of the 
decision quality using a Likert response format ranging from 1 to 6, (1 =“strongly 
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ineffective”, and 6 =“strongly effective”. The result of descriptive analysis is 
presented in Table 4.7. The mean values of each element of the criteria ranged 
between 4.11 and 4.42, indicates “slightly effective”. Similarly, the median value of 
each element (4.00) also suggests the level “slightly effective”. Furthermore, the 
“overall DM Quality” has the average values of mean (4.30), median (4.50) and 
lower SD (0.800), thus suggests more reliable data and confirms that in overall the 
existing DM quality was at level “slightly effective”.  
 
Table 4.7 The effectiveness of the PSP measured in term of the DM Quality 
 
No. 
 
Criteria Min Max Mean 
 
Median 
Std. 
Deviation 
1. Quality decision 3 6 4.42 4.00 0.885 
2. Time (Cost) 3 6 4.30 4.00 0.896 
3. Implementation 1 6 4.11 4.00 1.125 
4. Development 3 6 4.38 4.00 0.956 
“Overall DM Quality” 3 6 4.30 4.50 0.800 
Scale: 1= strongly ineffective; 2= ineffective; 3= slightly ineffective; 4= slightly effective; 5= 
effective;  6= strongly effective.  (N=217) 
 
This descriptive analysis strengthens the preliminary observations concerning 
the existence of a need to improve the effectiveness of DM of PSP. The detailed 
results of descriptive analysis are presented in Appendix 5. 
 
4.6 EXISTING OC-DIMENSIONS RELATED TO DM EFFECTIVENESS 
Understanding the existing strength of OC-dimensions related to the DM 
effectiveness (which is currently possessed by the surveyed organisations) is 
important in identifying if there is a need to strengthen a particular OC dimension in 
order to impact on, and improve, the current practices of PSP. As previously 
described in (Section 3.4.1 of chapter 3 and Section 4.2.3 of Chapter 4), based on the 
literature, OC related to DM were measured by ten (10) OC-dimensions (i.e., 
empowerment; teamwork orientation; development; stakeholder satisfaction; 
coordination and integration; agreement; strategic, direction and intent; goals and 
objectives; vision; low-power-distance), and in total, it consisted of 55 items/ 
indicators/ questions. This section presents the analysis of the data obtained from the 
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questionnaire survey Part 3- Section 3A. The assessment involved a descriptive 
analysis to provide an overview of the existing strength of OC related to DM 
effectiveness, and an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) to summarize the 55 
observed variables/indicators that measured the construct-OC. 
Table 4.8 depicts the respondents’ opinions about the influence of their existing 
OC on the DM effectiveness. The respondents were asked to state their agreement as 
to whether their current OC (measured by ten groups of OC-dimensions) has 
influenced DM effectiveness, using a Likert response format ranging from 1 – 6, (1 
=“strongly disagree” to 6 = “strongly agree”). Therefore, the cut-off point for the 
mean and median is 3.50. This table shows that the mean values range between 3.60 
and 4.45, so, all values are above the cut-off point (3.50) to indicate that OC 
influence the DM effectiveness. In particular, these values suggest an overall level of 
“slightly agree”. Amongst these OC-dimensions, “Low-Power Distance” has the 
lowest mean (3.60) demonstrating that this OC dimension just “slightly influence” 
DM effectiveness. In overall, the finding suggests that the existing OC of the 
surveyed organisations were inadequate (not strong enough) to support the DM 
effectiveness of the current PSP. 
 
Table 4.8  Descriptive Analysis of the existing of OC related to DM 
No OC dimensions Mean Std. Deviation 
 
1 Empowerment 4.32 0.694 
2 Teamwork & conflict 4.45 0.661 
3 Development 4.40 0.826 
4 Stakeholder Satisfaction 4.06 0.738 
5 Coordination & Integration 4.03 0.852 
6 Agreement 4.30 0.721 
7 Strategic Direction & Intent 4.25 0.648 
8 Goals & Objectives 4.24 0.661 
9 Vision 4.40 0.737 
10 Low-Power-Distance 3.60 0.659 
 
Further analysis was therefore required in order to provide a deeper 
understanding of how specifically to improve PSP, by examining the impact of OC 
on the effectiveness of DM using structural equation modelling (SEM). However, as 
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OC was a construct measured by many indicators (55 items), so in order to simplify 
the analysis, EFA was performed to summarise the construct OC, prior conducting 
SEM. The nature of the research at this point becomes an exploratory study. EFA 
allows grouping the indicators/items of a construct based on the shared variance of 
the items (based on the precise nature of the collected data).The EFA was conducted 
in several rounds to remove factor loadings which were lower than 0.50 (as 
explained in Section 3.4.4.4 of Chapter 3), and the results are presented in Appendix 
E. 
The first round of EFA constructed 14 factors (Appendix E- 1). The value 
KMO-MSA was 0.893, which was above the required level (sig. >0.50). The Bartlet 
test for significance indicated 0.000, i.e., lower than the required level (sig. <0.05). 
However, there were 15 items with loadings lower than 0.50. Therefore, these 15 
items were removed, and the EFA was re-run. 
In the second round (Appendix E- 2), the number of indicators reduced to 40 
items, and formed 10 factors. The value of KMO-MSA (0.864) and Bartlet test 
(0.000), both indicated a level of significance. The formed factors, however, still 
contained seven items with loadings lower than 0.50. Therefore, these seven items 
were excluded and the EFA was re-run. 
The third round EFA (Appendix E- 3) included 33 items that formed nine 
factors. The value of KMO-MSA (0.847) and Bartlet test (0.000), both indicated a 
level of significance. The formed factors, however, still contained two items with 
loadings lower than 0.50, so, these items were excluded and EFA was re-run. 
The fourth round EFA (Appendix E- 4) included 31 items that formed nine 
factors, with loadings above 0.50 for all the items. The value of KMO-MSA (0.841) 
and Bartlet test (0.000), both indicated a level of significance. This is the last round 
of EFA. Amongst these nine factors, five factors consist of only two items, thus, 
cannot be included in the SEM analysis as this technique requires that a construct (a 
factor) should be measured by at least three indicators (Hair et al., 2010, p. 707). 
The next step was to test the reliability of construct-OC, which now consists of 
four sub-constructs, and also to test the reliability of each sub-constructs. The results 
are summarised in Table 4.9. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of each construct 
indicated a reliable scale, except for OC-4 (Stakeholder Satisfaction) that indicated 
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Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.682, which was lower than 0.70, thus this construct was 
unreliable. However, as the overall Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for construct-OC is 
0.843, this suggests a very good reliability of an overall OC measure, therefore 
deletion of construct OC_4 was not conducted at this stage. Construct-OC and its 
four sub-constructs were then analysed using SEM, which is presented in Chapter 5. 
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Table 4.9 Results of Factor Analysis and Reliability Test of the Variable/ Construct- OC 
Items Loadings Cronbach’s  alpha per 
item 
Cronbach’s  alpha per 
factor 
Name of factor Remark Overall Cronbach’s 
alpha 
Q25 0.766 0.819 0.859 
Appendix E-5- 2) 
OC-1 
Coordination & Integration 
Very good 
scale/ 
Reliable 
0.843/ 
Very good scale 
(21 items) 
(Appendix E-5- 1) 
 
 
 
Q1 0.758 0.843 
Q2 0.709 0.833 
Q24_no_outlier 0.662 0.839 
Q26 0.585 0.847 
Q28_no_outlier 0.582 0.849 
Q21 0.563 0.845 
Q34a_no_outlier 0.828 0.801 0.850 
(Appendix E-5- 3) 
 
 
OC-2 
Clear Mission & Strategy 
Very good 
scale/ 
Reliable 
Q34_no_outlier 0.807 0.803 
Q34b_no_outlier 0.763 0.811 
Q33_no_outlier 0.674 0.844 
Q35_no_outlier 0.618 0.833 
Q13_no_outlier 0.714 0.766 0.816 
(Appendix E-5- 4) 
OC-3 
Teamwork & Empowerment 
Very good 
scale/ 
Reliable 
Q12_no_outlier 0.697 0.767 
Q6_no_outlier 0.683 0.783 
Q5_no_outlier 0.673 0.795 
Q11_no_outlier 0.669 0.786 
Q53 0.752 0.567 0.682 
Appendix E-5- 5) 
OC-4 
Power-Distance 
Un Reliable 
Q52_no_outlier 0.738 0.557 
Q55 0.666 0.638 
Q54_no_outlier 0.615 0.685 
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4.7 SUMMARY 
This chapter provides the answer for the first research question, i.e. to 
investigate the current practices of the project selection process (PSP). This involved 
descriptive analysis and exploratory factor analysis (EFA), which used data of the 
questionnaire survey. The findings are summarised as follows: 
The current practice of the PSP is performed fundamentally based on National 
Law No. 25/2004. There is a large similarity of processes, approaches and problems/ 
barriers related to the current practice of the PSP. This ensures that the results of this 
study can be generalised (be applicable) at other regional levels in Indonesia. 
Amongst the five approaches used in the PSP, the priority order suggests as follows: 
1). Participative approach; 2). Top-down approach; 3). Political approach; 4). 
Technical 5). Bottom-up. 
The existing barriers to the current practice of PSP was summarised into three 
main groups, namely:  
• Inadequate “meaningful” involvement, coordination and communication 
within internal and external organisation in order to determine the priority 
of projects;  
• Inadequate motivation, commitment and proper skill of the employees to 
perform the task appropriately;  
• Difficult for the proposed project to realize the end decision and limited 
budget compared to the number of the proposed projects.  
These barriers apparently influence the existing DM effectiveness of the PSP, 
which was identified at level “slightly effective”. Similarly, the existing OC- 
dimensions related to the DM effectiveness of the surveyed organisation was also 
indicated at level “slightly effective”. These results suggest examining in further how 
OC can actually impact on DM effectiveness, and how to improve the current 
practice of the PSP. The subsequent analysis involved structural equation modelling 
(SEM) to examine the link between OC and DM effectiveness, which is presented in 
Chapter 5. Prior conducting SEM, EFA was performed to summarize the 55 
indicators of construct-OC into four sub-constructs (as demonstrated in this chapter). 
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Chapter 5: The link between Organisational 
Culture (OC) and the Decision-
making (DM) effectiveness in the 
Project Selection Process 
5.1 INTRODUCTION 
The previous Chapter 4 provides the assessment of the current practices of the 
project selection process (PSP), covering the procedures and approaches, the existing 
barriers to the current practices, the existing decision-making (DM) effectiveness and 
the existing organisational culture (OC) related to DM effectiveness. The findings 
suggest the need to further investigate how OC can actually impact on the DM 
effectiveness. 
This Chapter 5 presents an assessment of the link between OC and DM 
effectiveness, which provides the answers to the second research question i.e.: How 
does OC influence PSP? As described in the previous Chapter 3, this uses data taken 
from the relevant part of the questionnaire survey and uses the technique of structural 
equation modelling (SEM) to examine the OC-dimensions related to the DM 
effectiveness and the use of Organisational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI) 
to assess the suitable OC-profile to support improved DM effectiveness. Based on 
these findings an OC based framework was developed and is proposed for improving 
the effectiveness of DM and this is discussed in Chapter 6. 
 
5.2 OC - DIMENSIONS RELATED TO DM EFFECTIVENESS 
The assessment of the link between OC and DM effectiveness uses data from 
the questionnaire survey Part 3-Section 3A, and was conducted using SEM. DM and 
OC are latent variables (also known as constructs), which are measured by several 
indicators (observed variables). OC was measured by four factors or four OC 
dimensions (OC_1, OC_2, OC_3 and OC_4), which resulted from the EFA (as 
demonstrated in Table 4.9 of Chapter 4). The analysis using SEM is conducted in 
two main steps: first, to assess the measurement model, and second, to assess the 
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structural model. SEM was conducted using Analysis of Moment Structures/ AMOS 
version 19 (Arbuckle, 2010). 
 
5.2.1 Assessment of the Measurement (CFA) Model of OC 
The assessment of the measurement model, also known as confirmatory factor 
analysis (CFA), tests the relationship between the unobserved (construct) and 
observed (indicators) variables. SEM allows a multi-stage order assessment of the 
measurement model (Byrne, 2010). It is relevant for use in this study, as OC is a 
construct measured by four sub-constructs (four OC dimensions) at the lower level, 
i.e.:  
• OC_1 (Coordination and Integration): measured by seven (7) indicators. 
• OC_2, (Mission and Strategy): measured by five (5) indicators 
• OC_3 (Teamwork and Empowerment): measured by five (5) indicators 
• OC_4 (Low-Power-Distance): measured by four (4) indicators 
So, the assessments of the measurement model of construct OC are carried out at two 
levels as follows:  
• The assessment of the first order CFA model, i.e. to test the relationship 
between each of these four constructs and their indicators, as presented in 
Figure 5.1; and 
• The assessment of the second orders CFA model, i.e., to test the 
relationship between the construct OC and the four OC dimensions (OC_1, 
OC_2, OC_3 and OC_4), as presented in Figure 5.2.  
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Figure 5.1  The First Order CFA Model 
 
 
Figure 5.2  The Second Order of CFA Model (initial model) 
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SEM allows the assessment of observed and unobserved variables to be 
conducted simultaneously, thus ensuring the fitness of the measurement model for 
the whole set of constructs of OC. Assessment of the second order CFA model was 
performed as the first step and was followed by the assessment of the first order CFA 
model.  
Figure 5.2 represents the first result of the second order CFA model of OC (i.e. 
the initial model). The multiple fit indices of this model indicated that the initial 
second order CFA model was not fit. As can be seen, the value of GFI (0.835), TLI 
(0.827), CFI (0.847) were below the target value (0.90), CMIN/DF (2.539) was 
higher than the target value (2.00); and the RMSEA (0.084) was higher than the 
target value (0.060). Therefore, this CFA model required some modifications/ re-
specification to improve the model fit. These were conducted based on the values 
suggested by modification indices (MI), standardized residual covariance and lowest 
estimated loadings. The model re-specifications steps are described as follows:  
 
Model re-specification 1 (Model-1): 
Figure 5.2 indicates that OC_4 (low-power-distance) had two items with 
standardized loading estimates lower than .50. The loading estimate of the construct 
OC_4 to its higher construct OC was also very low (-0.01). This suggests that OC_4 
was not adequately significant to measure OC, so this construct needed to be 
removed from this model. Table 5.1 shows the output of modification indices that 
indicated high values of covariance error pairs. As a result, covariance arrows were 
placed in these error pairs for further checking to determine if the covariances were 
logically linked. 
Table 5.1  Modification Indices 
Covariance error pair M.I. Par Change 
e11 <--> e17 12.236 0.126 
e15 <--> e16 12.741 -0.112 
e15 <--> e13 26.373 0.209 
e9 <--> e11 13.627 0.109 
e10 <--> e11 12.329 -0.112 
e1 <--> e11 11.510 -0.126 
e5 <--> e7 41.415 0.304 
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The model was then re-estimated, and the result is as follows: 
 
 
Model P χ2 CMIN/DF 
< 2.00 
GFI > 
0.90 
TLI > 
0.90 
CFI > 
0.90 
AGFI > 
0.90 
RMSEA 
< 0.060 
Initial model .000 469.690 2.539 0.835 0.827 0.847 0.794 0.084 
Model-1 .000 199.210 1.828 0.907 0.932 0.945 0.870 0.062 
 
Figure 5.3  The 2nd Order CFA model (Model-1) 
 
Figure 5.3 suggests that the goodness of fit of the model was improved from 
the previous model. The modified model indicated that the chi-square (χ2) decreased, 
CMIN/DF was 1.828 (<2.00), the values of GFI (0.907), TLI (0.932), and CFI 
(0.945) fulfilled the requirement (> 0.90), but the value of AGFI (0.870) was still 
below the target values (> 0.90), and the RMSEA (0.062) was still slightly higher 
than the required (< 0.060). Therefore, this model required further re-specification. 
 
Model re-specification 2 (Model-2): 
 
Although Figure 5.3 indicated that the model fit was improved, a better SEM 
model would allow each item/indicator to be distinct from one and another (Hair et 
al., 2010). So, the items which have many covariance-errors with other items were 
considered for deletion. Of these errors, “e11” was very problematic as having error-
covariance pairing with many other items within and across constructs. “e15” also 
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had a covariance error with the other two items within a construct. So, e11 and e15 
were deleted. Then, the model was re-estimated, and the result is as shown below: 
 
Model P χ2 CMIN/DF 
< 2.00 
GFI 
>0.90 
TLI 
>0.90 
CFI 
>0.90 
AGFI 
>0.90 
RMSEA 
< 0.060 
Model-1 0.000 199.210 1.828 0.907 0.932 0.945 0.870 0.062 
Model-2 0.000 159.486 1.854 0.914 0.936 0.948 0.880 0.063 
 
Figure 5.4  The 2nd Order CFA model (Model-2) – FIT  
 
Figure 5.4 indicates that the model improved and achieved it fitness. All of the 
indicators (CMIN/DF, GFI, TLI, CFI) achieved the required target. RMSEA (0.063) 
although slightly higher than 0.060, still fulfilled the minimum requirement to be 
lower than 0.080 (Hair et al., 2010). All three constructs (OC_1, OC_2, OC_3) that 
measured construct-OC possessed significant loading estimates above 0.50, which 
indicated that they offered good measurement scales. The indicators that measured 
each of these three constructs (OC_1, OC_2, OC_3) also indicated significant 
loading estimates above 0.50. Therefore, overall, the second order CFA model of 
construct OC achieved its fitness and so, this becomes the last re-specification 
(modification) of this measurement model. 
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For checking purposes, an assessment of the first order CFA model of the 
construct OC was also conducted. The results presented in Figure 5.5,demonstrate 
that the first order CFA model of construct OC also achieved its fit, as indicated by 
its indicators: CMIN/DF (1.854) < 2.00; GFI (0.914) > 0.90; TLI (0.936) > 0.90; CFI 
(0.948) > 0.90; RMSEA (0.063) should be < 0.60 (the value is still close). Also, the 
indicators of each construct (OC_1, OC_2, OC_3) had significant loading values that 
higher than 0.50. 
 
 
Figure 5.5  The 1stOrder CFA model- (FIT) 
 
The next step incorporates the second order CFA model (Figure 5.4) into the 
structural model (full model). This also includes DM effectiveness as the dependent 
variable determined by two constructs, “Dcs_Process” (DM process) and 
“Dcs_Quality” (DM Quality) into the structural model (see Figure 5.6). 
 
 
 Chapter 5:The link between Organisational Culture (OC) and the Decision-making (DM) effectiveness in the 
Project Selection Process 112 
5.2.2 Assessment of the Structural Model 
Figure 5.6 depicts the structural model comprising a set of construct-OC and 
constructs of “Dcs_Process” (DM Process) and “Dcs_Quality” (DM quality). The 
first estimation indicated that this initial (first) model was not fit, indicated by the 
value of CMIN/DF still being higher than 2.00; the values of GFI, TLI, CFI were 
lower than 0.90 and RMSEA was higher than 0.60. Therefore, the model required re-
specifications (modifications). 
 
Figure 5.6  The Structural model (Initial Model) 
Model re-specification-1 (Model-1): 
The Modification Indices (MI), as presented in the following Table 5.2, 
suggests placing of the covariance arrows between these error pairs. Then, the model 
was recalculated and the result is presented in the following Figure 5.7. 
Table 5.2  Modification Indices  
Covariance error pair M.I. Par Change 
e47 <--> e48 23.283 0.191 
e40 <--> e47 11.012 -0.134 
e40 <--> e45 25.410 0.148 
e40 <--> e43 15.259 -0.122 
e40 <--> e41 11.354 0.095 
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Model P χ2 CMIN/DF 
< 2.00 
GFI 
>0.90 
TLI 
>0.90 
CFI  
>0.90 
AGFI  
>0.90 
RMSEA 
<0.060 
Initial 0.000 507.862 2.073 0.844 0.885 0.898 0.809 0.070 
Model-1 0.000 426.463 1.777 0.870 0.917 0.928 0.838 0.060 
Figure 5.7  The Structural model (Model-1) 
 
Model re-specification-2 (Model-2): 
Figure 5.7 above indicates that the goodness of fit of this model was increased 
after applying the operations described. However, as a better SEM model suggests 
that each item/indicators should be distinct or have no correlation with other items 
(Hair et al., 2010), so indicators/items that indicate many covariance errors with 
other indicators were deleted. Therefore, “e40” was deleted, and then, the estimation 
was re-calculated. The result is presented in Figure 5.8 below. 
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Model P χ2 CMIN/DF 
< 2.00 
GFI 
>0.90 
TLI 
>0.90 
CFI  
>0.90 
AGFI  
> 0.90 
RMSEA 
<0.060 
Model-1 0.000 426.463 1.777 0.870 0.917 0.928 0.838 0.060 
Model-2 0.000 366.588 1.661 0.879 0.931 0.939 0.850 0.055 
Figure 5.8  The Structural model (Model-2) 
 
 
Model re-specification-3 (Model-3): 
 
Figure 5.8 indicated model fit improvement, but the value of GFI or AGFI 
were still below 0.90, so, the model required re-specification. Based on modification 
indices, there were no more logically suggestions can be adopted by placing 
covariance arrows. The items with the standardized residual covariance value greater 
than 2.00 may cause problems. So, as “Q2” had many values that exceed 2.00, this 
item was deleted. Then, the model fit was re-calculated, and the result is depicted in 
the following Figure 5.9. 
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Model P χ2 CMIN/DF 
< 2.00 
GFI 
>0.90 
TLI 
>0.90 
CFI  
>0.90 
AGFI  
> 0.90 
RMSEA 
<0.060 
Model-2 0.000 366.588 1.661 0.879 0.931 0.939 0.850 0.055 
Model-3 0.000 330.154 1.634 0.887 0.933 0.942 0.858 0.054 
Figure 5.9  The Structural Model (Model 3) 
 
Model respecification-4 (Model-4): 
 
After deleting “Q2”, the model fit improved, as depicted in Figure 5.9 above. 
However, the value of GFI and AGFI were still lower than 0.90, there was still a 
further need to re-specify this model to make it fit. 
Based on Standardized Residual Covariance, values above 2.00 are 
problematic. It was indicated that “Q1” had two values greater than 2.00, while 
“Q35” had one item. So, “Q1” was deleted as it could cause greater problems than 
retaining “Q35”. The result is presented in the following Figure  5.10, and this model 
achieved its goodness of fit, therefore, it is used as the final structural model (final 
full model). 
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Model P χ2 CMIN/DF 
< 2.00 
GFI 
> 0.90 
TLI 
> 0.90 
CFI  
> 0.90 
AGFI  
> 0.90 
RMSEA 
< 0.060 
Model-3 0.000 330.154 1.634 0.887 0.933 0.942 0.858 0.054 
Model-4 0.000 249.948 1.533 0.902 0.949 0.957 0.873 0.050 
Figure  5.10 The Final Structural model (Model-4) - FIT 
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5.2.3 Interpreting the Results of the Final Structural Model (Full Model) 
Figure 5.10 presents the final structural model that achieved it fitness as 
specified by the following indicators: 
• The value of CMIN/DF is 1.533 < 2.00 (excellent fit) 
• Fit index, i.e. GFI = 0.902 >0.900 (fit) 
• Incremental fit index, i.e. TLI = 0.949 >0.900 (fit) 
• Goodness-of-fit index, i.e., CFI = 0.957 >0.90 (fit) 
• Badness-of-fit index, i.e., RMSEA = 0.50 <0.60 (good fit) 
This figure also indicates that the standardized loading estimates of each OC 
dimension (OC_1, OC_2, OC_3) against construct-OC reached a value above 0.50. 
This means they shared variance in common to their upper construct (construct-OC), 
or it indicates a convergent validity for construct-OC (Hair et al., 2010, p. 709). This 
is especially true in the case of OC_1 (coordination and integration) that has the 
highest loading estimate (0.750), meaning that this indicator highly contributed in 
variance to the measure of the construct-OC. The second position is indicated by 
OC_2 (clear mission and strategy) with loading estimate 0.710 and the third is OC_3 
(teamwork and empowerment) with loading estimate 0.630.   
SEM can be used for analysing causal relationships, if four types of evidence 
(covariance, sequence, non-spurious covariance, and theoretical support) are 
reflected in the SEM model (Hair et al., 2010). The following Figure  5.11 illustrates 
the calculation of direct and indirect impact. 
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Figure  5.11 The calculation of direct and indirect impact 
(Jackson et al., 2005; Schreiber et al., 2006) 
 
Subsequently, the impact of OC on the DM effectiveness can be calculated based on 
the results of the final model (Figure  5.10), as follows: 
Direct path: 
OCDecision Process = 0.36 (significant, low impact) 
OC  Decision Quality = 0.60 (significant, high impact) 
Indirect path: 
OC  Decision Process  Decision Quality = 0.36 * 0.39 = 0.1404 
Total effects of OC to the outcome of the decision (DM-Quality): 
 = direct + indirect  
 = (OC Decision Process) + (OC  Decision Process  Decision Quality) 
 = 0.60 + 0.1404 
 = 0.7404 (significant and high impact) 
The calculations above suggest that OC has a positive significant direct impact 
on both DM process and Decision quality. Based on the standardized loading 
estimates, OC provides a positive low direct impact on the DM process (0.30/ lower 
than 0.50). However, the direct impact of OC on Decision quality was significant and 
high (0.60). The total impact of OC on Decision Quality was also significantly high, 
as indicated by its standardized loading estimates (0.7404). 
OC DM-Process 
DM-Quality 
Direct effect= β1 
Indirect effect = β2 ∗ β3 
 
Total effects= direct effect + indirect 
effect =β1+ (β2∗β3) 
 
β1 
β2 
β3 
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5.3 ORGANISATION CULTURE (OC) PROFILE RELATED TO DM 
EFFECTIVENESS 
In the previous section 5.2, the dominant OC dimensions that impact on the 
effectiveness of DM are identified. This section provides a complementary 
assessment, by identifying the existing and the preferred OC orientations (profiles) to 
determine whether changes into a more suitable OC profile are required to support / 
improve the DM effectiveness. Cameron and Quinn (2011, p. 81) recommend that 
having a clear depiction of an OC-profile can assist the implementation of change in 
a consistent, coherent, and consensual way. Providing initial cultural diagnosis is 
recommended to anticipate and to manage organisational resistance originating from 
the well-established, but obsolete, culture that likely challenged any such changes 
(Cameron and Quinn, 2011 p. 101). 
The data obtained from the questionnaire survey Part 3 – Section 3B was 
measured on an ipsative scale (0-100), which adopted, and was analysed by, the 
Organisational Culture Assessment Instrument(OCAI) (Cameron and Quinn, 2011). 
The OC profile assessment covers the identification of the overall OC profile that 
dominates the organisation, as well as the overall OC based on six key cultures 
dimensions (dominant characteristic, organisational leadership, management 
employee, organisational glue, strategic emphases, and criteria of success). Each 
statement of the six key cultural dimensions has four alternatives that refer to the 
types of OC profiles (clan, adhocracy, market and hierarchy). The respondents were 
required to score each alternative (range from 0 to 100) that describes the most 
similar situation to their organisation. 
 
5.3.1 The Overall OC-profile 
The overall OC profile of the surveyed organisations is depicted in the 
following Figure 5.12. The current profile (indicated by the blue line) is dominated 
by hierarchy culture, which according to Cameron and Quinn (2011) is often found 
in governmental organisations. The preferred profile (indicated by the red line) is 
dominated by clan culture type. The discrepancy between the current and the 
preferred profile suggests the need for profile orientation changes to be made by 
slightly reducing hierarchy culture and increasing clan culture. 
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Figure 5.12  Overall OC-profileof all organisations in all provinces 
 
The following Figure 5.13 details the overall OC profile for two of the 
respondent organisations, i.e. PU-BM and BAPPEDA. These two organisations have 
a congruence of culture orientations for the current and the preferred future profile. A 
congruent cultural profile between these two organisations indicates that these 
organisations have similar values and focus and potentially carry out their 
activities/processes in a similar way. Based on the results derived from the use of this 
model (Cameron and Quinn, 2011 p. 84), possession of a congruent (similar) culture 
is a favourable situation as it can minimize the likelihood of problems, separation, 
and impediment between these organisations. 
 
PU-BM 
 
BAPPEDA 
Note:             : now/ current profile;    : preferred/future profile           
Figure 5.13  Overall OC-profile of each type of organisation in all provinces 
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In addition, Figure 5.13 indicates that the current OC profiles of both 
organisations were dominated by hierarchy culture, while the future preferred profile 
was dominated by clan culture. The difference between the current and preferred 
future profiles suggests that there is a need to amend the OC orientation more 
towards a clan culture, which can provide more flexibility than the existing 
hierarchical cultural profile.  
Further investigation results in the following Figure 5.14 that compares the 
overall OC profiles of the two organisations (i.e. PU-BM and BAPPEDA) in the 
three provinces (Bali, NTB, NTT). This figure indicates a variety of existing 
strengths in the overall OC profiles of these two organisations.  
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    Prov 
Org 
Bali NTB NTT 
PU
-B
M
 
   
BA
PP
ED
A
 
   
Note:              now/ current profile;    : preferred/future profile           
Figure 5.14  The overall OC Profiles of the two Organisations in the three provinces 
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As depicted in Figure 5.14 above, the OC profiles of the two organisations in 
these three provinces do not similarly emphasize their strength of cultural 
orientations. For instance, the current OC profiles of the two organisations in the 
province of NTB and NTT present a nearly equal value distributed amongst the four 
quadrants. Whereas the current OC profile of PU-BM organisations in the province 
of Bali clearly emphasized a hierarchy culture compared to the other quadrants that 
have nearly equal values. However, in general, it can be seen that the existing/ 
current profiles are still dominated by a hierarchy culture, which is typically found in 
governmental organisations. The future preferred profiles are directed towards the 
upper quadrants (clan and adhocracy), but mostly dominated by clan culture. These 
results indicate the inherent desire of most of the respondents to change albeit 
slightly organisational orientation toward a clan culture that allows more flexibility 
and discretion in the organisational process, and to achieve this they would require to 
slightly reduce their hierarchy culture. Generally, the overall preferred OC profiles 
suggest that a cultural orientation change is required by slightly reducing the current 
hierarchy culture and increasing the clan culture. Based on the findings from the 
results provided by this model (Cameron and Quinn, 2011 p. 101), the following 
actions can be taken to facilitate these cultural orientation changes. 
Decreasing the hierarchy culture can be achieved by eliminating or minimizing 
non-effective (unnecessary) procedures, regulations, and paperwork, such as 
eliminating superfluous reports and processes, reducing unnecessary restrictions, 
minimizing micromanagement and group instructions, and promoting more 
delegation/ decentralized decision-making rather than centralized decision-making. 
Nevertheless, decreasing a hierarchy culture should not be interpreted as escaping/ 
breakaway from the logical structure of an organisation making it become 
undisciplined, and leading to decreased awareness/ responsiveness (Cameron and 
Quinn, 2011 p. 101).    
Increasing the clan culture profile can be achieved by promoting more 
collaborative orientation, such as giving more attention to the employees’ needs and 
providing opportunities for self-management, encouraging teamwork and 
participation, generating higher levels of trust, and encouraging improved self-
esteem through empowerment. In this context, promoting teamwork and participation 
throughout the process of decision-making, from the opening phase of defining of 
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outcomes and decision objectives up to the point that the final decisions are made, is 
crucial. Good teamwork and participation lead to the enhancement of the information 
flow, thus assisting the definition of more accurate objectives. Achievements of such 
improvements are likely to increase satisfaction for involved stakeholders, i.e., both 
the recipient communities and the government, as well as between the divisions 
within government and related organisations. However, increasing clan culture 
should not be interpreted as changing the organisation so that it allows the employees 
to become undisciplined (disobedient) or excessively tolerant (complacent), focusing 
too much on being an internally-focused organisation, and not working hard to 
satisfy external customers, disregarding of the overall goals, shielding non-achievers 
(those employees that exhibit low performance), and allowing autonomy without 
accountability (Cameron and Quinn, 2011, p. 100). 
 
5.3.2 The overall OC Profile in the Six Key Dimensions 
This section details the overall combined OC profile of the all of the surveyed 
organisations related to the six key dimensions: dominant characteristic, 
organisational leadership, management employees, organisational glue, strategic 
emphases, and criteria of success. In blend, these core dimensions manifest basic 
cultural values and implicit assumptions regarding the approach that performed by 
the organisations (Cameron and Quinn, 2011). The assessment of OC profile related 
to each of these six key dimensions is presented in the following Figure 5.15. This 
figure depicts that the current overall OC profile (blue line) related the six items are 
dominated by hierarchy culture type. However, there is no similarity of OC profile 
type found in the future preferred culture amongst the six key dimensions. So, the 
preferred OC profiles related to each key dimension are described below:  
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Note:                 now/ current profile;    : preferred/future profile           
 
 Figure 5.15  The Overall OC Profiles related to the Six Key Dimensions  
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The Dominant Characteristic (DC) of the organisation refers to the overall 
description of ‘what the overall organisation is like’ (Cameron and Quinn, 2011, p. 
173). The preferred cultural type of Dominant Characteristic is dominated by market 
culture. The discrepancy between the current and the future OC profile of this item 
indicates the need for a reduction of the hierarchy culture and increasing of the 
market culture, as well as slightly increasing both clan and adhocracy cultures 
(increasing the flexibility and discretion).  
The Organisational Leadership (OL) indicates ‘what the leadership style and 
approach that permeate the organisation’ (Cameron and Quinn, 2011, p. 173).. The 
preferred cultural type for Organisational Leadership (OL) is still dominated by a 
hierarchy culture, with slightly decreased value from the current OC profile. The 
discrepancy between the current and the future OC profile of this dimension also 
suggests to some extent an increasing value of both the adhocracy and market 
cultures that emphasizes a need for more external focus and differentiation.  
The Management of Employees (MoE) depicts ‘the style that characterizes 
how employees are treated and what the working environment of an organisation is 
like’ (Cameron and Quinn, 2011, p. 173). The preferred cultural type for 
Management of Employees (MoE) is still dominated by the hierarchy culture, with 
the value that is slightly decreased from the current OC profile. The discrepancy 
between the current and the future OC profile of this item clearly suggests a need for 
increasing clan culture that emphasizes internal focus and integration as well as 
allowing more flexibility and discretion.  
The Organisational Glue (OG) indicates ‘the bonding mechanism that holds the 
organisation together’ (Cameron and Quinn, 2011, p. 173). The preferred cultural 
type for Organisational Glue (OG) is still dominated by hierarchy culture, but the 
value is decreased from the current OC profile. The discrepancy between the current 
and the future OC profile of these two items suggests to some extent a need for 
increasing of clan culture for the preferred future profile. 
The Strategic Emphases (SE) defines ‘what areas of emphasis drive the 
organisation’s strategy’ (Cameron and Quinn, 2011, p. 173). The preferred cultural 
type for Strategic Emphases (SE) is still dominated by a hierarchy culture, but the 
value is decreased from the current OC profile. The discrepancy between the current 
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and the future OC profile of these two items suggests that increasing of clan culture 
will move organisations towards the preferred future profile. 
The Criteria of Success (CS) determines ‘how success is defined and what gets 
rewarded and celebrated’ (Cameron and Quinn, 2011, p. 173). The preferred cultural 
type for Criteria of Success (CS) is still dominated by hierarchy culture, with a 
clearly decreasing value from the current OC profile. The discrepancy between the 
current and the future OC profile of this item shows a need for increasing values of 
adhocracy and clan cultures. 
Cameron and Quinn (2011 p.38) provide the competing values framework 
(CVF) as depicted in Figure 5.16, which was developed initially based on the study 
of Quinn and Rohrbaugh (1983) that focused on the major indicators of effective 
organisations. This framework is useful for identifying the efforts/actions that should 
be emphasized related to leadership roles, effectiveness criteria, and management 
theories. After identifying the need for OC profile changes as presented in the 
previous section, the next step is to identify the actions that should be taken in this 
case, to improve the organisational effectiveness, particularly related to the DM 
effectiveness. The competing value framework was, therefore, used for this purpose. 
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Figure 5.16 The Competing Values of Leadership, Effectiveness, and Organisational Theory  
(Cameron and Quinn, 2011 p.53) 
 
Based on the CVF of the Cameron and Quinn (2011)’s model as depicted in 
Figure 5.16 above, the following Table 5.3 provides a summary and interpretation of 
the current and the preferred (future) OC profiles related to the six key dimensions, 
including the discrepancies between the current and the preferred OC profiles. This 
table also presents the suggested actions for changes that refer to the competing 
values framework (CVF) and the alternative statements of each key dimension that 
are explicitly written on the OCAI questionnaire.  
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Table 5.3  Summary of the dominant OC-profile for individual items on the OCAI (6 key dimensions) 
NO Key 
dimension 
OC Profile Discrepancies/ 
Changes 
Suggested actions 
Current Preferred Increase Decrease Increase Decrease 
1 Dominant 
Characteristics 
H M M, C, A H M= focus more on goal achievement. 
C= more collaborative 
A= more creative, dynamic, willingness to 
take risks. 
H= lessen unnecessary control and illogical 
structure; eliminating non-effective rules, 
procedures and paperwork 
2 Organisational 
Leadership 
H H  A, M H A= more innovation and visionary; more risk 
taking. 
M= more a no-nonsense, aggressive, and 
results-oriented focus. 
H= lessen unnecessary coordination, 
organising, and inefficiency procedures; 
lessen centralized decisions; fewer sign-offs 
for decisions 
3 Management 
of Employee 
H H C H, A C= more teamwork, consensus, and 
participation. 
H= reduce unnecessary guidance and 
conformity. 
A= listening carefully to customer, focussed 
on necessary and informed risks; avoiding 
careless analysis and projections that caused 
misleading goals / decisions. 
4 Organisational 
Glue 
H H & C C H C= more loyalty and mutual trust; more 
commitment to the organisation, more 
collaborative. 
H= eliminate unnecessary constraints; 
eliminate inefficient processes. 
5 Strategic 
Emphases 
H H & C C H C= more emphasize human development: high 
trust, openness, and participation persist. 
H= eliminate unnecessary formal rules and 
policies. 
6 Criteria of 
success 
H H & C C, A H C= more development of human resources, 
teamwork, employee commitment, and 
concern for people 
A= more produce innovative results 
H= lessen inefficient process. 
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The general view that derived from this case is that although the current and 
the preferred OC profiles related to the six key dimensions were mainly dominated 
by hierarchy culture type, the discrepancy between the current and the preferred OC 
profiles evidently suggested the need for the organisations to slightly decrease their 
hierarchy culture from that currently possessed, and to slightly increase their clan 
culture. 
 
5.4 SUMMARY 
This chapter presents the assessment of the link between OC and the DM 
effectiveness. The analysis involved structural equation modelling (SEM) and the 
operation of the OCAI provided the main findings covering the OC dimensions that 
dominantly influence DM effectiveness, and also indicated suggestions for altering 
current OC profiles into more suitable and preferred OC profiles. These results are 
summarized as follows. 
The SEM analysis demonstrated that OC, which was measured by three OC 
dimensions Coordination and Integration, Teamwork and Empowerment, and Clear 
Mission and Strategy, has a significant and direct impact on the “Decision Process”. 
In addition, OC also has both a significant direct and indirect impact on “Decision 
Quality”. Based on the discrepancy between the current and the preferred future 
overall OC profiles, the OCAI suggests the need for cultural orientation changes, i.e. 
by slightly reducing hierarchy culture and slightly increasing clan culture. This 
suggests small profile changes and is further discussed incorporating other findings 
in the discussion chapter (Section 6.3.2). 
The findings from the SEM and OCAI are interrelated and strongly support 
each other because by decreasing hierarchy culture and increasing clan culture will 
provide more flexibility and discretion, and hence is highly likely strengthen 
Coordination and Integration, Teamwork and Empowerment, and Clear Mission and 
Strategy. Therefore, the findings in this chapter suggest that these three OC 
dimensions should be strengthened and the adjusted in order that the resultant more 
suitable OC profiles can be incorporated in order to improve the effectiveness of the 
DM process of the current PSP. This will be further discussed in Chapter 6, which 
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also elaborates the findings from Chapter 4, in order to provide the answer for the 
third research question, i.e. how can the PSP be improved? 
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Chapter 6: Discussions 
6.1 INTRODUCTION 
As indicated in Chapter 1, one of the major aims of this study is to improve the 
current practice of the project selection process (PSP). The literature review (in 
Chapter 2) suggests that organisational culture (OC) influences the DM 
effectiveness, however there has not to date been any substantial body of research 
that has emphasized this in relation to the PSP. Based on this, another aim of this 
study is to investigate how OC can actually impact on DM effectiveness, and 
accordingly, how the current practices of PSP can be improved. In order to achieve 
these aims, three research questions required to be answered:  
1. What is the current practice of the PSP?;  
2. How does OC influence the PSP?;  
3. How can the PSP be improved? 
The research methodology to respond to these three research questions was presented 
in detail in chapter 3. 
Chapters 4 and Chapter 5 aimed to respond the first and the second research 
questions, which involved the use of data obtained from the questionnaire survey. 
Subsequently, this Chapter 6 aims to answer the third research question, by providing 
an integrated discussion and interpretations of the findings presented in Chapter 4 
and Chapter 5, to further explain the main issues emerging from this study, i.e. how 
OC can actually impact on the decision-making (DM) effectiveness and what efforts 
do these findings suggest should be taken to improve the current practices of PSP. 
The discussion is also associated back to the existing literature.  
Divided into three main sections, the discussions cover the current practices of 
PSP, the impact of OC on DM effectiveness, and how to improve the DM 
effectiveness of PSP, which includes the development of OC-based framework for 
improving PSP and the validation of this framework by the use and analysis of semi-
structured interviews. The following prepositions are restated to provide guidance to 
the reader specifically to navigate the findings of this study: 
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Relationships Propositions 
Based on the conceptual framework of this research as depicted in Figure 3.1 
above, several propositions are assigned: 
Proposition 1:  
OC-dimensions directly influence DM-Process 
OC-dimensions directly and indirectly influence DM-Quality 
Preposition 2: 
Suitable OC-profiles support the effectiveness of decision-making. 
Proposition 3:  
Strengthening of the OC dimensions and changing of existing into more 
suitable OC-profiles can minimize the existing barriers; therefore organisations 
can improve the effectiveness of their decision-making ‘processes’ and 
improve the ‘outcomes’ of the decision-making. 
 
6.2 THE CURRENT PRACTICES OF PROJECT SELECTION PROCESS 
(PSP) 
This section responds to the first research objective: to determine the current 
practice of PSP and covers: identification of the procedures and approaches being 
adopted and operated in PSP, existing barriers to the current practices, existing DM 
effectiveness and the existing OC related to DM effectiveness.  
 
6.2.1 Procedures and approaches being adopted and operated in PSP 
The current practices of the PSP at the regional level are fundamentally 
conducted based on Law No. 25/2004 on National Development Planning. The other 
regulations mentioned in the survey are provided to support the implementation of 
the PSP. The process known as Musrenbang, aims to reach collective consensus on 
development priorities and budgets, which involve multi-stakeholders (governmental 
and non-governmental).  
 Chapter 6: Discussions 135 
Amongst the five approaches to be considered in the PSP, the descriptive 
analysis (based on mean rank, see Table 4.3) suggests that the priority of approach is 
as follows: 1). Participative approach; 2). Top-down approach; 3). Political approach; 
4). Technical 5). Bottom-up. Further clarification based on the semi-structured 
interviews conducted with twelve respondents suggests that most of the respondents 
(9 respondents) agreed with this priority ranking. The nine respondents explained 
that participative approach is employed at every level of Musrenbang forum. This is 
also indicated by the direct observations of the researcher, that public participation is 
clearly seen in the regional Musrenbang forum that involves the community leaders, 
academics, NGOs, and all the related governmental institutions 
In this forum, the evaluation the project proposals are based on the five year 
regional medium-term development plan document (Rencana Pembangunan Jangka 
Menengah Daerah/ RPJMD), which contains of the visions and missions of the local 
government towards the regional development planning. This indicates the use of the 
top-down and political approach in the DM process. The RPJMD is extended into an 
annual regional development plan document (in short namely Rencana Kerja 
Pemerintah Daerah/ RKPD). Musrenbang aims to synchronise/evaluate and to agree 
the projects that will be executed/ implemented in one year; this is all then 
documented in the annual regional development planning document (RKPD).  
Technical approach is more related to the assessment of the project itself, 
which is the responsibility of the related local government operational unit (the 
related SPKD/ Satuan Kerja Perangkat Daerah). While, the bottom-up approach can 
be seen operating through the process of generating project proposals, which is 
established from the lowest level forum (Musrenbang Desa/ district/ village) to the 
highest Musrenbang forum at the regional level (Kabupaten).  
However, the other three respondents argued that these five approaches have 
been conducted simultaneously (making them difficult to be ranked). In addition, 
they explained that leaders in the lower level of decision-making are likely to feel 
reluctance to deliver the actual information (e.g. related to the actual project’s 
risks/consequences) to their upper leader, in case this may be viewed negatively (i.e. 
the ‘bringer of bad news’) and affect the security of their current positions. 
Therefore, the upper leaders tend to make the decisions based on their own 
perspectives and often disregard relevant information provided by their subordinates. 
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These types of leaders tend to not encourage good communication with their 
subordinates, or other more junior staff in the organisation. This indication has also 
been previously stated in the existing literature, that political and top-down 
approaches have a dominant influence on PSP (LGSP-USAID, 2007; Motte, 2005; 
Irawan, 2011). 
Considering the high values of standard deviations (SD) and the slight 
differences of mean-rank values amongst these five approaches, it is suggested that 
although these five aspects can be ranked based on their priority as indicated above, 
the opinions of respondents were not strongly expressed. There is an indication that 
these approaches are still likely to be implemented simultaneously, and political and 
top-down approaches are also very likely to be the dominant influences on the DM 
process and the final decisions, as indicated in the semi-structured interviews. The 
reason for this may be that many of the respondents were reluctant to give a wholly 
truthful response to this particular question of the survey, but provided a more direct 
(and truthful) answer during the interviews.  
 
6.2.2 The existing barriers to the current practice of the PSP 
Despite being well-intentioned, the current practices of PSP are still 
experiencing some problems/barriers related to their effectiveness. Based on the 
descriptive analysis of the survey results, the mean values indicate that the 
respondents mostly expressed their agreement on problems/barriers related to: 1) 
Limited budget compared to the number of the proposed projects; and 2) Tasks being 
performed based on established procedures but it being difficult for the proposed 
project to realize an end decision. These are then followed by other problems, such 
as: 3). Difficulties to communicate the government’s program to participants 
(community / community representatives); 4). Difficulty identifying the needs 
/Difficulty to prioritize projects based on urgency; 5). Lack of meaningful 
involvement of other stakeholders (other governmental institutions) in budget 
preparation and implementation; 6) Lack of meaningful involvement of communities 
(community representatives) in providing relevant information related to the current 
problems/needs.; 7) Lack of coordination between related institutions, unclear and 
inapplicable vision, mission and goals; 8). Difficulties to communicate the 
government’s program to lower levels of decision-makers.  
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However, although it was not strongly expressed by the respondents (as 
explained in Section 4.4 of Chapter 4), there was slight disagreement on the last two 
barriers, i.e. the barriers related to “Lack of employees’ motivation and commitment 
to perform the task properly”; and “Lack of proper skills to perform the task”. Due to 
this, further investigation was made based on the semi-structured interviews, and the 
findings indicate that there is a workload imbalance between employees at the same 
managerial/functional level, and there is no difference in reward received by 
employees with better performance and higher work-load compared to the others 
with average performance or normal work-loads at the same level of management. 
This leads to the situation where many employees conduct the formal activities of 
PSP at a level merely intended to indicate that the process of participation has been 
conducted according to regulatory provisions; this has been similarly indicated by 
Ginting (2012) and LGSP-USAID (2007). Accordingly, these two barriers are still 
considered to be existing in PSP, and so are included in the subsequent analysis 
(EFA). 
Based on the EFA conducted (as described earlier in Section 4.4 of Chapter 4 
and depicted in Table 4.5), the 10 barriers were summarised into three groups as 
follows:   
• Inadequate “meaningful” involvement, coordination, and communication 
within internal and external organisation in order to determine the priority 
of projects;  
• Inadequate “meaningful” motivation, commitment and proper skill of 
employees to perform the tasks appropriately;  
• Difficulties to communicate the government’s programme to lower levels 
of DM and limited budget compared to the number of the proposed 
projects.  
This finding is in line with the existing literature that has criticized the 
effectiveness of PSP (the Musrenbang)  stating that work done is under taken merely 
for indicating that a formal process has been conducted rather than for gaining 
meaningful participation, or achieve the best results (LGSP-USAID, 2007; Ginting, 
2012). Many projects that are proposed at the lower level are not therefore ultimately 
accommodated at the final decision level (Irawan, 2011; ANTARA News, 2010), 
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there appears often to be meaningless involvement in processes due to inadequate 
knowledge by the communities to identify what projects/activities should be 
proposed and how much budget is available for projects (Ginting, 2012). Also, the 
poor quality and limited transparency of information provided by regional 
governments to participants is a serious issue (LGSP-USAID, 2007). These barriers 
(inadequate involvement, coordination, communication, motivation, commitment) 
reflect the way that individuals interact with one and another within the organisation 
and with external stakeholders outside the organisation; they are referred to as ‘the 
culture of the organisation’, and they clearly influence the outcome of decisions. 
Accordingly, understanding the influence of OC-dimensions and OC profiles and 
applying meaningful changes as described earlier in Sections 5.2 and 5.3 of Chapter 
5 can lessen these existing barriers, and therefore can result in achieving a better 
decision-making process.  
In summary, Table 6.1 presents the findings on the existing barriers which are 
consistent with the existing findings from the literature. Subsequently, a further 
assessment on the existing DM effectiveness of the PSP is needed, which is 
discussed in the next section.  
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Table 6.1  The barriers / common issues of the current practice of the PSP 
Item  
code 
Findings of this study Findings in the literature 
BAR-I:  
 
Inadequate “meaningful” involvement, coordination and communication 
within internal and external organisation, in order to determine the priority 
of projects. 
Unsuccessfully participation process (Aswad et al., 2012; 
Ginting, 2012) 
It is merely to indicate a formal process has been conducted 
rather than gaining a meaningful participation (Ginting, 2012) 
Inadequate knowledge/information of the community to 
identify what projects/activities should be proposed and how 
much is the available budget (Ginting, 2012) 
Inadequate community empowerment (Ginting, 2012) 
A lack of meaningful involvement of other stakeholders in 
budget preparation and implementation (LGSP) 
 
Bar-4 Lack of meaningful involvement of communities (community representatives) to 
provide relevant information related to the current problems/needs. 
Bar-3 Lack of meaningful involvement of other stakeholders (other governmental 
institutions) in budget preparation and implementation; 
Bar-2 Difficulty identifying the needs /Difficult to prioritize project based on its urgency  
Bar-6 Difficulties to communicate the government’s programme to lower level of 
decision-making 
Bar-5 Difficulties to communicate the government programme to participants 
(community / community representatives) 
Bar-7 Lack of coordination between related institutions, unclear and inapplicable vision, 
mission and goals. 
BAR-II:  
 
Inadequate “meaningful” motivation, commitment and proper skill of 
employees to perform the tasks appropriately. 
Participation of community is only as formal activity intending 
to indicate that the process of participation has been conducted 
according to regulatory provisions (Ginting, 2012; LGSP-
USAID, 2007). 
 
Bar-9 Lack of employees’ motivation and commitment to perform the task properly 
Bar-10 Lack of proper skills to perform the task. 
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Item  
code 
Findings of this study Findings in the literature 
BAR-III Difficult for the proposed project to realize the end decision and limited 
budget compared to the number of the proposed projects. 
many projects that are proposed at the lower level cannot be 
accommodated at the final decision (Irawan, 2011). 
Among the factors limiting the effectiveness of Musrenbang 
forums to influence budget resource allocations are the poor 
quality and limited transparency of information provided by 
regional governments to participants; the inadequate quality of 
research to create reliable policies. These processes remain 
dominated by regional leaders and DPRDs and there is a strong 
political party influence on resource allocations. (LGSP-
USAID, 2007).     
Many project proposal (includes road infrastructure projects) 
that proposed from the village level frequently cannot be 
realized at the final decision. Whereas road play an important 
role for the economic development of an area/village 
(ANTARA News, 2010). 
Bar-8 The tasks are performed based on established procedure but difficult for the 
proposed project to realize the end decision. 
 
Bar-1 Limited budget compared to the number of the proposed projects; 
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6.2.3 The existing DM effectiveness of the PSP 
The assessment of the existing DM effectiveness of PSP was measured based 
on the criteria in term of effective ‘”process” (DM process effectiveness) and the 
“outcomes” of the decision (“DM quality”), and employed descriptive analysis as 
presented in Chapter 4 section 4.5. The average mean value of the “DM Process 
effectiveness” (the mean value of “Overall DM process effectiveness”) was 4.56 and 
the median value was 4.60 (see Table 4.6), which indicates a level of “slightly 
effective”. Similarly, the average mean value of the “DM Quality” (the “overall DM 
quality”) was 4.30 and the average median value was 4.50 as presented in Table 4.7, 
suggesting that overall, the DM quality was at the level of “slightly effective”.  
This finding is in line with the existing literature that suggests there is a need to 
re-evaluate the effectiveness of the PSP (Musrenbang) in regional planning and 
budgeting (LGSP-USAID, 2007), due to several common issues which are 
summarised in Table 6.1 above. Therefore, it strengthens and supports the rationale 
of the study concerning the problems of, and the need to improve, the effectiveness 
of DM in PSP.  
 
6.2.4 The existing OC related to the DM effectiveness of PSP 
As indicated in the literature, there is a strong view that OC influences DM 
effectiveness, and so this study also examines the existing OC related to the DM of 
PSP. Descriptive statistics (presented in Section 4.6 of Chapter 4) suggest that the 
respondents agreed that their current OC (measured by empowerment; teamwork 
orientation; development; stakeholder satisfaction; coordination and integration; 
agreement; strategic, direction and intent; goals and objectives; vision; low-power-
distance) positively influences DM effectiveness. The mean value of each OC 
dimension (which ranged between 3.60 and 4.40 - higher than the cut-off point 3.50, 
but still lower than 5), demonstrates the level of responses as “slightly agree”.  
The lowest values of mean (3.60), and median (3.50) were indicated by “Low-
Power-Distance” scores. Power distance is described as the distance between the 
leaders and their subordinates. A high power distance culture is illustrated by the 
decisions being made by superiors without consultation with subordinates and 
employees being frightened of disagreeing with their superiors. Conversely, a low 
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power distance will have a more participative and equal relationship between 
superiors and subordinates. As the mean value of “low-power-distance” was 3.60, 
which is only slightly higher than 3.50 (the cut-off point), this means, there is a very 
small difference to indicate that the organisation currently possesses low-power-
distance, rather than the high-power-distance. In other words, high-power-distance is 
still likely to occur and influence the DM, as indicated by the existing literature and 
the interview findings of this study. This suggests top-down and political approaches 
still dominantly influence the decisions made in the current practices of PSP 
(Azimah, 2009; Motte, 2005; Irawan, 2011; LGSP-USAID, 2007) as discussed in 
section 6.2.1. This is in line with Hofstede (1985) findings and demonstrates that 
Indonesia has high power-distance culture. Exhibiting high power-distance culture 
suggests that the distance between leader and subordinate is high. Therefore, this 
situation is likely to cause reluctance for a number of respondents from subordinate 
level to answer questions truthfully related to their relationship with their leader. 
Accordingly, it leads to the insignificant result, i.e. low loading factor in the SEM 
analysis, and so, this construct was removed from the SEM model. 
In summary, the findings suggest that the existing OC dimensions of the 
surveyed organisations did not strongly support DM effectiveness of the current PSP. 
Therefore, further assessment was conducted to investigate how OC can actually 
impact on the DM effectiveness and how it can improve PSP.  
 
6.3 THE IMPACT OF OC ON DM EFFECTIVENES 
This section provides a discussion to responds to the second research objective: 
to examine the influence of OC on the DM effectiveness. This covers the assessment 
of OC-dimensions and suitable OC-profiles related to DM effectiveness. The 
findings from both are discussed as follows. 
 
6.3.1 The OC-dimensions related to DM effectiveness 
Proposition 1:  
OC-dimensions directly influence DM-Process 
OC-dimensions directly and indirectly influence DM-Quality 
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The assessment of the OC related to DM effectiveness which was conducted 
using SEM (as presented in Section 5.2.3 of Chapter 5), suggests that OC (measured 
by three OC-dimensions: coordination and integration; teamwork and empowerment; 
and clear mission and strategy) significantly impacts on the DM effectiveness. In 
particular, this includes:  
• the significant direct impact on the DM process; and 
• the significant direct and indirect impact on the DM quality.  
Each of the OC dimensions is discussed as follows. 
Coordination and integration is the first of the OC-dimensions that 
significantly influences the effectiveness of the DM process. This finding is relevant 
as PSP is a multi-level DM process, thus requiring coordination and integration 
between the regional government operational units within the organisation and across 
organisations. This also includes communication and negotiation with the 
community representatives and other related stakeholders, to synchronize the project 
planning and budgeting and to reach the consensus (agreement) on what projects will 
be funded in the coming one-year plan. In line with this, Powell and Buede (2006) 
state that real coordination between individuals working on common objectives is 
crucial to bridge the gap between the planning (the results expected) and the 
realisation (the results obtained). Delivery of information can be improved if 
coordination and integration can be maintained effectively. Providing the right 
information is crucial that can lead to better estimation and better decision-making 
(Chapman, 2003; de Bakker et al., 2010; McFarlan, 1981; Teller and Kock, 2012). 
Teller and Kock (2012) suggest that the awareness of risk transparency, includes 
providing the right information related to the project’s risk and project’s 
interdependencies, thus allowing decision-makers to realize potential issues and to 
make realistic assumptions that leads to insightful and more rapidly decision-making 
process. Vroom (2000) implies that the decision quality can be measured if the 
decision is made consistent with the available information in relation to the chance of 
achieving the set goals to overcome the related problem. Therefore, coordination and 
integration (including better communication) may increase the possibility of the 
decisions proposed being accepted. Accordingly, Coordination and integration is the 
 Chapter 6: Discussions 144 
OC-dimension that critical in PSP to ensure that the decisions are consistent with the 
planning. 
Clear Mission and Strategy is the second OC dimension that dominantly 
influences DM effectiveness. This study also suggests that the mission in the PSP 
should be clearly understood by each level of decision-makers. Clear mission is 
important to provide direction to the decisions and lead to the appropriate strategy 
being implemented. This is consistent with the literatures, as stated by Denison 
Denison (2006) that mission is important to determine the external goals of the 
organisation. In line with this, Kahalas (1976) indicates that decisions are an action 
oriented toward goal achievement, therefore, the decision-making activity has to 
move the organisation towards its goal, in order to indicate that the DM process is 
effective. Nevertheless, Kahalas (1976) also highlights that the goals of the public 
sector are commonly established outside the organisation, by the people involved, 
through the political process. This provides more the support to the previous views 
expressed that indicate a political approach is still very likely influence the current 
practices of PSP.  
Teamwork and empowerment is the third OC-dimension that dominantly 
influences on the DM effectiveness. PSP is a decision-making process, the nature of 
which can be referred to as involving cross functional team-working that requires 
good communication, coordination and integration to ensure that the relevant 
information can be delivered to the related team members. This situation illustrates 
the interrelation of these two findings: “coordination and integration” and 
“teamwork and empowerment”, and their significant impact on the effectiveness of 
DM. This is consistent with the existing literature. Bourgault et al. (2008) observe 
that effective teamwork within distributed teams strongly influences the quality of 
decision-making. Hoegl et al. (2003) state that the quality of teamwork is influenced 
by communication, coordination, balance of member contributions, mutual support, 
effort, and cohesion. Powell and Buede (2006) indicate that a rational and explicit 
communication process in teamwork is important to achieve well-structured 
decisions. Empowerment is more related to the individuals/ employees’ capability 
and is referred to as the member contribution (Hoegl et al., 2003). Denison (1990) 
defines empowerment as the individuals’ authority, initiative and ability to manage 
their own work, hence generating a sense of ownership and responsibility towards 
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the organisation. The employees can thus make decisions and provide input that is 
within their scope of responsibility. Denison (1990)  classifies teamwork orientation, 
empowerment and capability development under the overall cultural trait of 
involvement. High involvement can generate a sense of ownership and responsibility, 
and so lead to a greater commitment to the organisation and the capacity for 
autonomy. This can potentially increase the quality of decisions and their ultimate 
implementation. So, encouraging close team-working can generate creative ideas 
(Denison, 1990). 
The findings discussed above are consistent with the existing literature and 
clearly confirm that these three OC dimensions are interrelated and critically 
influence the effectiveness of the DM process.  
 
6.3.2 The OC-profile related to DM effectiveness 
Preposition 2:  
Suitable OC-profiles can support the effectiveness of decision-making. 
Assessment of the OC profile of the surveyed organisations was performed 
using the OCAI / the competing values framework of Cameron and Quinn (2011), as 
presented in section 5.3 of Chapter 5. Based on the discrepancy between the overall 
current, and overall preferred future OC profiles of both organisations (PU-BM and 
BAPPEDA), it was indicated that there is a need for only a small cultural orientation 
change, i.e. by slightly reducing hierarchy culture and slightly increasing clan 
culture. In the study of Hofstede (1985), which was cited previously, Indonesia was 
specified as having high power-distance culture. Therefore, the surveyed 
organisations are very likely to have the characteristics such as the influence of the 
leader being quite significant, i.e., subordinates expect to be “told”, the decisions are 
still dominated by the leader (more autocratic), and ‘hierarchy means existential 
inequality’ (Hofstede, 2011, P. 9). Consequently, even though the result suggested a 
future preference to change more to a clan culture (to provide more flexibility and 
collaborative orientation), the suggested profile changes will be insignificant (just 
slightly) due to hierarchy culture still dominating the overall current OC profile. This 
was also indicated in Section 6.2.1, that decisions made in the PSP have been largely 
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influenced by the leaders or dominated by top-down approaches (Azimah, 2009; 
Motte, 2005; Irawan, 2011; LGSP-USAID, 2007). 
The OCAI (Cameron and Quinn, 2011, p. 101) provides various of actions for 
facilitating an organisation to conduct OC-profiles changes. So, according to this, the 
actions that can be promoted for decreasing hierarchy culture involve minimizing 
non-effective/ irrelevant rules, procedures and paperwork. The action that can be 
adopted to increase clan culture profile includes responding to employee needs, 
promoting teamwork and participation, supporting and recognizing team players, 
fostering better morale through empowerment, creating higher levels of trust, 
exhibiting a more obvious concern for people and providing opportunities for self-
management (Cameron and Quinn, 2011, p. 101).  
In a more detailed assessment of the OC profile in terms of the six key 
dimensions, there were several types of OC profile indicated based on the 
discrepancy between present and future OC profiles. Using the proposed actions 
provided by  Cameron and Quinn (2011, p. 101), the findings of this study suggest 
that:   
1. Dominant Characteristic (DC) – in overall terms, organisations need to: 
• reduce hierarchy culture (such as eliminating unnecessary 
procedures, rules and paper-work); 
• slightly increase adhocracy culture (to be more dynamic, innovative 
and risk taking);  
• increase market culture (focusing more on goal achievement); 
• slightly increase clan (being more collaborative) 
2. Organisational Leadership (OL) - the leadership style and approach that 
permeate the organisations need to: 
• decrease hierarchy culture, by minimize controlling orientation (e.g. less 
coordinating, monitoring and organizing); 
• increase value of adhocracy by focusing on a more creative orientation 
(more innovation and vision and more risk taking); 
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• slightly increase market culture by changing to a more competitive 
orientation (results oriented focus/ goal achievement, exemplified by a 
no-nonsense, aggressive, and customer/stakeholder focus). 
3. In Management of Employees (MoE) – the organisations need to change the 
style that characterizes how employees are treated and what the working 
environment is like, by: 
• slightly decreasing hierarchy culture, by changing into less controlling 
orientation and pushing decision-making down the line. 
• slightly decreasing adhocracy culture, by more listening carefully to 
customers, focussing more on necessary and informed risks, avoiding 
careless analysis and projections that cause misleading goals / decisions, 
and more coordination and sharing of ideas. 
• increasing clan culture, by changing into a more collaborative 
orientation, promoting teamwork and participation, fostering better 
morale through empowerment, creating high level trust, providing more 
chances for self-management. 
4. Organisational Glue (OG) – indicates the bonding mechanism that holds the 
organisation together, the organisations needs to:  
• decrease hierarchy culture, by eliminating unnecessary constraints, 
eliminating inefficient processes);  
• increase clan culture (more loyalty and mutual trust and more 
commitment to the organisation); 
• slightly increase market culture, by focussing more on achievement and 
goal accomplishment. 
5. Strategic Emphases (SE) – the organisations needs to:  
• reduce hierarchy culture (eliminate unnecessary formal rules and 
policies/ less controlling orientation);  
• increase clan culture (emphasizing human development, high trust, 
openness, and participation  / more collaborative orientation) 
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• slightly increase adhocracy culture (emphasizing on acquiring new 
resources and creating new challenges. Trying new things and 
prospecting for opportunities are valued. 
•  slightly increase market culture (emphasizing competitive actions and 
achievement). 
6. Criteria of Success (CS) that determines how victory is defined and what gets 
rewarded and celebrated, the organisations need to: 
• reduce hierarchy culture (eliminate unnecessary formal rules and 
policies/ less controlling orientation);  
• increase clan culture (more emphasis on human resources 
development, teamwork, employee commitment, and concern for 
people). 
• increase adhocracy culture (be more innovative)  
The overall assessment of the OC profile indicates an interrelationship with the 
findings of OC dimensions from the SEM analysis, i.e. by decreasing hierarchy 
culture and increasing clan culture provides more flexibility and discretion, and 
hence likely strengthens the three identified OC dimensions: Coordination and 
Integration, Teamwork and Empowerment, and Clear mission and Strategy.  
These findings are consistent with the literature. As indicated by Minssen 
(2006) that as the teams are enforced to manage their tasks which involve processes 
of negotiation and agreement between teams and their superiors and also within 
teams, therefore it requires more communication (discursive coordination) than in 
organisations steered by hierarchy. However, Minssen (2006) argue that introducing 
teamwork does not mean leaving the hierarchy, but it is a transformation of 
hierarchy, changing from providing and executing the commands to agreements.  
Accordingly, adjusting the existing OC-profiles to form a more collaborative 
orientation (increase the clan culture) and reducing unnecessary constraints and long-
ineffective procedures (reduce the hierarchy culture) can support the efforts of 
strengthening the three specified OC dimensions (i.e.: Coordination and Integration, 
Teamwork and Empowerment, and Clear mission and Strategy), which therefore can 
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minimize the existing barriers and so, a better decision-making process can be 
achieved. 
 
6.4 IMPROVING THE DM EFFECTIVENESS OF PSP 
Proposition 3:  
Strengthening of the OC dimensions and changing of existing into more 
suitable OC-profiles can minimize the existing barriers; therefore 
organisations can improve the effectiveness of their decision-making 
‘processes’ and improve the ‘outcomes’ of the decision-making. 
 
This section responds to the final research objective, which is the major aim of 
this study, i.e. how PSP can be improved. The discussion presented in the previous 
sections suggests that the DM effectiveness of the current practices of PSP can be 
improved if the organisations take into consideration the organisational culture 
aspects that particularly emphasize on strengthening the three OC-dimensions 
(Coordination and Integration, Teamwork and Empowerment, and, Clear Mission 
and Strategy) and adjusting them to form more suitable OC-profiles (by decreasing 
hierarchy culture and increasing clan culture.  
Strengthening these three OC dimensions (coordination and integration, 
teamwork and empowerment, and providing clear mission and strategy) directly 
impacts on the decision-making process (DM-process), and provides direct and 
indirect impact on the quality of decisions (DM-quality).  
Changing into a more suitable OC profile, i.e. promoting more collaborative 
orientation (increasing the clan culture), and eliminating unnecessary constraints/ 
rules, thus creating lower-power-distance (decreasing hierarchy culture) can promote 
better coordination and integration, encourage teamwork and empowerment, and lead 
to more clear mission and strategy, which are important for an effective decision-
making process.  
Strengthening these specified OC-dimensions and adjusting these suitable OC-
profiles can lessen the existing barriers particularly related to inadequate, i.e., “non-
meaningful” involvement, coordination, and communication inside an organisation, 
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and in the interactions with external organisations, in order to determine the priority 
of projects and establish “meaningful” motivation, commitment and grow proper 
skills of employees to perform their tasks appropriately. Therefore, implementing the 
elements of this OC–based framework can provide better project prioritization and 
budget allocation, and so minimize the gap between the projects proposed (planning) 
and the projects resulting (realization). 
The following Figure 6.1 summarizes the findings of this study: it is also 
referred to as the “OC-based Framework” and is proposed for improving DM 
effectiveness of the current practices of PSP. 
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Figure 6.1 The Proposed OC based Framework for improving DM effectiveness in the current PSP 
DM Quality/ 
Quality of Decisions 
 
IMPACT ON DM QUALITY 
Improving the DM quality, particularly in 
term of: 
1. The consistency of decisions with the 
information 
2. Creating commitment and 
understanding to implement the 
decisions effectively 
3. Resulting decisions at the optimum 
time and cost 
4. Improving knowledge and skill of 
the members (development) 
Barriers 
1. Inadequate “meaningful” involvement, 
coordination, and communication within 
internal and external organisation in order to 
determine the priority of projects. 
 
2. Inadequate “meaningful” motivation, 
commitment and proper skill of employees to 
perform the tasks appropriately; 
 
3. Difficult for the proposed project to realize the 
end decision and limited budget compared to 
the number of the proposed projects. 
Strengthen these OC-dimensions: 
1. Coordination &Integration 
2. Team Work & Empowerment 
3. Clear Mission & Strategy  
 
 
OC Profile changes: 
1. Decreasing “Hierarchy” 
2. Increasing “Clan” 
External Stakeholder Involvement 
(Musrenbang – at community level, sub-district level 
and district level) 
DM Process  
at the Institutional Level  
(Musrenbang at 
Regional/abupaten/Kodya) 
BAPPEDA 
PU 
 
 IMPACT ON DM PROCESS 
Improving the DM process Effectiveness, 
particularly in term of: 
1. Collecting relevant information 
2. Generating feasible options 
3. Evaluating & selecting the best alternatives 
4. Implementation & evaluation (Monitor the 
consequences) 
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Validation of the OC-based framework 
In order to provide external validation that this framework is relevant to the 
actual situation, semi-structured interviews were carried out, which involved 12 
respondents representing two organisations (PU and BAPPEDA) in the three 
provinces (Bali, NTB and NTT). The aim of semi-structured interviews was to obtain 
the respondents’ opinions related the proposed OC-based framework. The 
respondents were asked to state their agreement whether the proposed OC approach 
that comprised: (1) strengthening the OC dimensions and (2) changing the OC 
profile, would likely improve or support the DM effectiveness. 
The semi-structured interviews were conducted using a questionnaire), which 
consists of four main topics (parts). The results are summarised in Table 6.2, Table 
6.3, Table 6.4 and Table 6.5  followed with the discussions: 
 
Part 1:  OC-dimensions related to DM 
How important are these OC-dimensions (Coordination-Integration; Clear mission-
Strategy; and Teamwork-Empowerment) to improve the DM effectiveness of the 
PSP? 
Table 6.2 (question no. 1) suggests that the respondents indicate a high level of 
importance (the mean values are higher than 4) to these three OC dimensions 
(Coordination-Integration; Clear mission-Strategy; and Teamwork-Empowerment) 
and believe they can improve the DM effectiveness. 
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Table 6.2  Validation of OC-dimensions related to DM effectiveness 
Part 1:  OC-dimensions related to DM 
No Questions N Mean Median SD 
 
1.  How important is the following OC-dimensions to improve the current practice of the DM 
process of the PSP? 
A.  Coordination & integration  (Internally & externally) 
 
12 5.00 5 0.000 
B.  Clear mission & strategy 
 
12 4.83 5 0.389 
C.  Team work & Empowerment  
 
12 4.75 5 0.622 
2-A For more details, how important is the following elements of “Coordination & 
Integration” in improving the DM process effectiveness of the current practice? 
A-1 People from different parts of the organisation share a 
common perspective 
12 4.92 5 0.289 
A-2 Our approach to select the projects is very consistent 
and predictable 
12 5.00 5 0.000 
A-3 All members have a deep understanding of 
stakeholders (community) wants and needs 
12 4.42 4.5 0.669 
A-4 It is easy to coordinate projects across different parts 
of the organisation 
12 4.50 5 0.674 
2-B For more details, how important is the following elements of “Team work & 
Empowerment” in improving the DM process effectiveness of the current practice? 
B-1 Work is organized so that each person can see the 
relationship between his or her job and the goals of the 
organisation 
12 4.50 5 0.798 
B-2 Authority is delegated so that people can act on their 
own 
12 4.42 5 0.793 
B-3 Teams are our primary building blocks, good listener 
and constructively confront problems 
12 4.75 5 0.622 
B-4 Organisation planning is ongoing and involves 
everyone in the process to some degree and values the 
ideas of worker at every level. 
12 4.58 5 0.515 
2-C For more details, how important is the following elements of “Clear mission & Strategy” 
in improving the DM process effectiveness of the current practice? 
C-1 There is a clear mission (in providing proper road 
infrastructure) that gives meaning & direction to our 
works 
12 5.00 5 0.000 
C-2 The mission is stated in clear job description that guide 
our works 
12 4.83 5 0.389 
C-3 The mission can be understood by employees 12 4.67 5 0.778 
C-4 There is a clear and applicable strategy for the future 
approach to project selection process 
12 4.83 5 0.389 
Note for the value/scale of level of significance:  
No /not important = 0 
Yes= range from 1 – 5, indicates the level of significance from “very low” to ”very high”. 
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In terms of Coordination and Integration, the OC dimensions necessary to 
improve the DM effectiveness include the following traits (as indicated in Table 6.2 
– question no. 2A):  
• People from different parts of the organisation share a common 
perspective. 
• The approach to select the projects is very consistent and predictable 
•  All members have a deep understanding of stakeholders (community) 
wants and needs 
• It is easy to coordinate projects across different parts of the organisation 
In term of Teamwork and Empowerment, the OC dimensions necessary to improve 
the DM effectiveness include the following traits (as indicated in Table 6.2 – 
question no. 2B): 
• Work is organized so that each person can see the relationship between his 
or her job and the goals of the organisation 
• Authority is delegated so that people can act on their own 
• Teams are our primary building blocks, good listener and constructively 
confront problems 
• Organisation planning is ongoing and involves everyone in the process to 
some degree and values the ideas of worker at every level 
In terms of Clear Mission and Strategy, OC dimensions necessary to improve the 
DM effectiveness include the following traits (as indicated in Table 6.2 – question 
no. 2C): 
• There is a clear mission (in providing proper road infrastructure) that gives 
meaning & direction to our works 
• The mission is stated in clear job description that guide our works 
• The mission can be understood by employees 
• There are clear and applicable strategies for the future approach to project 
selection process 
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Part 2:  OC-profiles related to DM 
Whether the OC profile / orientation changes (includes reducing hierarchy culture 
and increasing clan culture) can actually impact on the DM effectiveness? 
As depicted in Table 6.3, the respondents indicate a high level of agreement 
that if the organisation slightly decreases their hierarchy culture (by reducing or 
eliminating unnecessary procedures/ ineffective paper-work) and slightly improving 
clan culture (by changing into a more collaborative orientation), it will provide 
positive contribution to the DM effectiveness.  
 
Table 6.3  Validation OC-profiles related to DM effectiveness 
Part 2: OC profiles related to DM 
No Questions N Mean Median SD 
 
 How important is the following changes in OC profile/orientation to contribute to improve 
DM process decision-making process? 
a. Decrease “hierarchy” culture  
 
12 4.33 4.5 0.778 
b. Increase “Clan” culture 
 
12 4.50 
 
5 0.674 
Note for the value/scale of level of significance:  
No /not important = 0 
Yes= range from 1 – 5, indicates the level of significance from “very low” to ”very high”. 
 
 
Part 3:  The applicability of the OC-based framework in relation to improving DM 
effectiveness 
Whether the OC based framework (the overall OC approaches consists of strengthen 
the OC-dimensions and changing the OC profile, as indicated in part-1 and part-2 
above) can improve the DM effectiveness, measured in term of the elements of the 
DM process and DM quality? 
The respondents indicate a high level of agreement that this framework will 
contribute to improve the DM process effectiveness as shown in Table 6.4 below. 
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Table 6.4  Validation of the applicability of OC-based framework in relation to improving 
the DM effectiveness  
Part 3: The applicability of the OC-based framework in relation to improving the DM effectiveness 
No Questions N Mean Median SD 
 
1.  Can the OC based framework improve the DM process effectiveness, in term of: 
 
a. Collecting relevant information? 
 
12 4.83 5 0.577 
b. Generating feasible options? 
 
12 5.00 5 0.000 
c. Evaluating and selecting the best alternatives? 
 
12 4.92 5 0.289 
d. Implementation and evaluation to monitor the 
consequences? 
12 4.92 5 0.289 
2.  Can the framework improve the DM quality, in term of: 
 
a. The consistency of decisions with the currently 
available information about the likelihood of 
achieving the goals involved in this problem 
12 4.75 5 0.452 
b. Creating commitment and understanding to 
implement the decisions effectively  
12 4.58 5 0.669 
c. Resulting decisions at the optimum time and cost 
 
12 4.67 5 0.492 
d. Improving knowledge and skill of the members 
(development) 
12 4.50 5 0.798 
Note for the value/scale of level of significance:  
No /not important = 0 
Yes= range from 1 – 5, indicates the level of significance from “very low” to ”very high”. 
 
By emphasizing on promoting Coordination-Integration; Clear Mission-
Strategy; and Teamwork-Empowerment, and providing slightly more flexibility, 
eliminating unnecessary procedures/rules, inefficient paper-work (reducing hierarchy 
culture) and promoting more collaborative orientation (increasing clan culture), it 
will improve the DM process, particularly the effectiveness in: 
• Collecting relevant information 
• Generating feasible options 
• Evaluating and selecting the best alternatives? 
• Implementation and evaluation to monitor the consequences 
In addition, the respondents also indicated a high level of agreement that the overall 
OC approach of this framework will contribute to improving the DM quality in terms 
of: 
• The consistency of decisions with the currently available information 
about the likelihood of achieving the goals involved in this problem 
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• Creating commitment and understanding to implement the decisions 
effectively 
• Resulting decisions being taken at the optimum time and at appropriate 
cost 
• Improving knowledge and skill of the members (development)  
 
Part 4:  The applicability of the OC-based framework to address the existing barriers 
Whether the OC based framework can address the existing barriers? 
As presented in the following Table 6.5, the respondents indicated a high level 
of agreement that the OC-based framework that emphasized promoting 
Coordination-Integration; Clear mission-Strategy; and Teamwork-Empowerment, 
reducing hierarchy culture, and promoting more collaborative orientation (i.e., 
increasing clan culture), will address the existing three main barriers related to:  
• Inadequate “meaningful” involvement, coordination, and communication 
within internal and external organisation in order to determine the priority 
of projects (problem-1) 
• Inadequate “meaningful” motivation, commitment and proper skill of 
employees to perform the tasks appropriately (problem-2) 
• Difficult for the proposed project to realize the end decision and limited 
budget compared to the number of the proposed projects (problem-3). 
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Table 6.5  Validation of the applicability of OC-based framework to address the existing 
barriers 
Part 4: The applicability of the OC-based framework to address the existing barriers: 
 
No Questions N Mean Median SD 
 
In related to Problem 1 (Inadequate “meaningful” involvement, coordination, and communication 
within internal and external organisation in order to determine the priority of projects these) 
the implementation of the framework will: 
1 Improve meaningful involvement of communities 
(community representatives) to provide relevant 
information related to the current problems/needs.  
12 4.33 4.5 0.778 
2 Improve meaningful involvement of other 
stakeholders (other governmental institutions) in 
budget preparation and implementation; 
12 4.67 5 0.492 
3 Improving accuracy in identifying needs to prioritize 
project based on its urgency 
12 4.75 5 0.452 
4 Reduce the difficulties to communicate the 
government programme to participants (community / 
community representatives)  
12 4.42 5 0.798 
5 Reduce the difficulties to communicate the 
government’s programme to lower level of decision-
making 
12 4.50 5 0.669 
6 Improve coordination between related institutions, 
hence lead to more clear and applicable vision, 
mission and goals. 
12 4.67 5 0.492 
In related to Problem 2 (Inadequate “meaningful” motivation, commitment and proper skill of 
employees to perform the tasks appropriately), the implementation of the framework will: 
a. Improve employees’ motivation and commitment to 
perform the task properly 
12 4.42 5 0.793 
b. Identify of the proper skills to perform the task. 12 4.08 5 0.793 
In related to Problem 3 (Difficult for the proposed project to realize the end decision and limited 
budget compared to the number of the proposed projects), the implementation of the framework will: 
a. Increase the chances of a proper selection of the 
project in accordance with the availability of relevant 
information 
12 4.83 5 0.389 
b. Improve the effectiveness and efficiency of the 
financial management, by allocating resources to the 
right project. 
12 4.58 5 0.515 
Note for the value/scale of level of significance:  
No /not important = 0 
Yes= range from 1 – 5, indicates the level of significance from “very low” to ”very high”. 
 
In addition, the OC-based framework addresses and offers some degree of 
improvement potential to the actual problems (which were indicated during the 
interviews), i.e., the various degrees of understanding of the organisation’s mission 
as viewed by different managerial levels in the organisation, and the current degree 
of high power distance (i.e. subordinates being afraid of giving the most accurate 
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information to their superiors about the risks that may occur if an alternative is 
chosen). The interviewees also indicate that strong leadership and low power 
distance are required in order to perform the changes faster and more successfully. 
This is in line with Rowlinson (2001), who suggests the significance of low-power-
distance for generating commitment, and effecting a change process faster and more 
effectively. The leadership style suggested is one offering a less controlling 
orientation and pushing the decision-making down the organisation, focusing on a 
more creative orientation (more visionary and with greater risk taking), and focusing 
more on goal achievement and stakeholder focus (as indicated by the assessment of 
OC profile). To conclude, this framework will, therefore, contribute to provide an 
OC based approach that assists organisations to develop better strategies for 
improving the current practices of PSP. 
The following proposed actions (strategies) resulting from these findings can 
be considered by the organisations for improving the current practice of PSP:  
First, there is a need for leaders to clearly show their commitment to improve 
the effectiveness of PSP, by creating strong vision and mission followed with 
consistent programmes aimed at achieving the set goals to provide adequate road 
infrastructure provisions equally based on urgency irrespective of region; 
Second, creating lower power-distance within organisations can help to 
generate commitment of the employees to conduct their tasks properly and promote a 
more collaborative orientation. Relevant training focusing on developing skills for 
effective teamwork that involves the use of information and technology (IT) support 
would be beneficial for more effective coordination and communication. It is noted 
this may be a longer-term proposition as the use of IT is still limited in the current 
practice.  
Third, providing a transparent information flow that is accessible for the 
relevant divisions within the target organisations and for the related external 
stakeholders, will minimize the gap between planning and realization. Development 
of well-integrated IT support (suggested above) would be beneficial for managing 
information and for accelerating information transfer process (e.g. related to the 
projects) to the relevant stakeholders and providing transparent assessment of project 
proposals. Therefore, a relevant IT training for the employees needs to be conducted 
and also need to be introduced to the relevant external stakeholders. 
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The actions specified above, particularly respond to the barriers related to 
inadequate transparent information provided to the participants, and often 
mismatched in relation to the proposed priority of projects, the final decisions made, 
and the slow response to the most seriously deteriorated roads. The role of IT and 
training to utilise IT effectively, would be critical to assist the provision of 
transparent information, to accelerate information transfer, improve coordination and 
communication that can provide faster decision-making process. This is especially so 
as the current practice of PSP still does not make much use of IT support (more 
relying on paper-based documents), so it is more time-consuming and sometimes 
inaccurate process.  
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Chapter 7: Conclusions and 
Recommendations 
7.1 INTRODUCTION 
The need for improving the current practices of the project selection process 
(PSP) has been indicated in chapter 1. The PSP in this context is a decision-making 
process, which is conducted at the organisational level involving multi-stakeholders, 
and the existing literature suggests that there is likelihood that organisational culture 
(OC) influences such a decision-making (DM) process. OC has been largely linked 
to the organisation’s performance and also organisational DM. However, there is 
limited empirical research that examines the influence of OC on the DM 
effectiveness, particularly in the infrastructure project selection area, as indicated in 
Chapter 2. Therefore, this study aims to investigate how OC can actually impact on 
the DM effectiveness, and how this can facilitate improvement of the current 
practices of PSP. The research methodology used in this study is explained in 
Chapter 3. The results of the questionnaire survey were analysed and the analysis is 
presented in chapters 4 and 5, which provide an assessment of the current practices 
of PSP and examine the link between OC and DM effectiveness. Subsequently, 
chapter 6 presents discussions and interpretation of the results of the survey analysis. 
These findings are then employed to develop an OC-based framework proposed for 
improving the current practices of PSP. A validation of the framework was 
conducted through the conducting of semi-structured interviews the results and 
findings from which are also discussed in chapter 6. 
Finally, this Chapter 7 provides the conclusions resulting from this study, 
followed by the contributions to extant knowledge, a discussion on the overall final 
scope of the study and recommendations for use of the results of the study in the 
field and suggestions for further research.  
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7.2 CONCLUSIONS 
The current practices of PSP at the regional level are fundamentally conducted 
based on similar procedures and approaches which both based on the Law UU no 
25/2004 (Government of Indonesia, 2004) governing the system of national 
development planning. The procedure of PSP (referred to as Musrenbang) is 
conducted through several levels of decision-making, which are established from the 
community level (village) to sub-district level and up to district/regional level. 
Although PSP involves public participation aimed at selecting the right projects that 
need to be funded, the effectiveness of this process has been criticized. The existing 
DM effectiveness has been indicated to operate at the level of “slightly effective”, 
meaning that there is a clear urgency to improve the effectiveness of the current 
practices of PSP. This has been identified as being at least partly due to several 
issues including, the adopted approach of PSP, the existing barriers to the current 
practices of PSP, and also the existing OC of the surveyed organisations related to 
their DM effectiveness.  
Among the five approaches in the PSP, which are most likely to continue to be 
implemented simultaneously, the priority ranking is determined as follows, from the 
most to least rated: 1). Participative approach; 2). Top-down approach; 3). Political 
approach; 4). Technical 5). Bottom-up. However, political and top-down approaches 
have been clearly indicated to have the most dominant influence, particularly at the 
final stage of decision-making (DM).  
Several barriers to the current practices of PSP have been identified, which are 
summarised into three main groups as follows:  
• Inadequate “meaningful” involvement, coordination and communication 
within internal and external organisation in order to determine the priority 
of the project;  
• Inadequate “meaningful” motivation, commitment and appropriate skill of 
employees to perform the task properly;  
• Difficult for the proposed project to realize the end decision and limited 
budget compared to the number of the proposed projects being decided 
upon. 
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In addition to these three barriers, various degrees of understanding towards an 
organisation’s mission are possessed by different levels in the organisation, and a 
low level of low-power-distance cultural level has been indicated to influence the 
quality of the information that is being provided and has influenced final project 
decisions. These barriers (inadequate meaningful involvement, motivation, 
commitment, coordination and communication) refer to the way that people interact 
with one and another within the organisations and with other external stakeholders, 
or put another way, they manifest the culture of the organisation, which influences 
the quality of decisions. Therefore, understanding the influence of organisational 
culture on decision-making is important to lessen these barriers and so, it can result a 
better decision-making process. 
PSP is a DM process that is influenced by many factors, including OC. OC is 
largely linked to the strategies for improving the organisational performance and 
upgrading the quality of DM. However, limited empirical research has demonstrated 
how OC can actually impact on DM effectiveness particularly that found in project 
selection research. Respondents to the organisational culture survey developed 
during this research indicated that their existing OC (measured by: empowerment; 
teamwork orientation; development; stakeholder satisfaction; coordination and 
integration; agreement; strategic and intent; goals and objectives; vision; power 
distance) had only slightly impacted on the DM effectiveness. Therefore, this 
suggests that there is a clear need to strengthen existing OC within organisations to 
better support the DM effectiveness of PSP.  
This study proposes an OC-based framework that suggests two main actions to 
be taken by the organisations, if they wish to improve the DM effectiveness of the 
current practices of PSP at the regional level. This covers: strengthening the OC 
Dimensions and changing the current OC-profile towards a more suitable orientation, 
as explained below: 
Strengthening of the OC Dimensions 
Organisations need to strengthen their OC dimensions, particularly with 
reference to the values of: Coordination and integration; Clear mission and strategy; 
and Teamwork and empowerment. These three values have significant impact on DM 
effectiveness and are interrelated. In particular, these values provide a direct impact 
on the DM process, which includes improving effectiveness, collecting of more 
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relevant information, generating of feasible options, evaluating and selecting the best 
alternatives, and also implementing and evaluating (i.e., monitoring) the 
consequences of DM. In addition, these values impose both direct and indirect 
impacts on DM quality, including, improving the consistency of the decisions with 
better quality of information, creating commitment and understanding to implement 
the decisions more effectively, making decisions at the optimum time and cost 
effective, and improving the knowledge and skills of the relevant team members 
(team development). Promoting these values related to the OC dimensions will 
address many of the existing barriers to PSP (i.e. the three main groups of barriers as 
mentioned above).  
Changing the current into a more suitable OC-profile  
Organisations need to change their out-mode and often impeding current OC-
profiles by decreasing hierarchy culture and increasing clan culture to provide 
slightly more flexibility, which should lead to a more collaborative orientation. Clan 
culture is favourable in relation to improving DM effectiveness. Increasing clan 
culture profile creates an organisation with a more collaborative orientation, one that 
promotes teamwork and participation, provides opportunities for self-management 
and decentralized decision-making, and creates higher levels of trust and improved 
self-esteem through empowerment. Effective teamwork and participation lead to the 
enhancement of the information flow, thus assisting the definition of more accurate 
objectives, which are likely to increase satisfaction for involved stakeholders (i.e., 
both the recipient communities and the government). Therefore, increasing clan 
culture will also support the effort for strengthening these particular OC dimensions, 
i.e. Coordination and integration; Clear mission and strategy; and Teamwork and 
empowerment. Decreasing hierarchy culture includes more focus being applied to 
reducing/ eliminating any unnecessary working procedures/ paper works, without 
undermanaging discipline/control.  
In overview, this study suggests that this OC-based framework is applicable to 
the existing situation in the organisations selected to form the research population in 
the Indonesian context, and that by strengthening the OC-dimensions and changing 
them into more suitable OC-profiles as described above, will address the existing 
three main barriers to the current practices of PSP. This will also assist to bridge the 
various degrees of misunderstanding towards the organisation’s mission possessed 
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by different levels of staff within an organisation. Strong leadership with low-power-
distance are required to generate commitment, thus the change process can be 
conducted faster and more effectively. The leadership style is suggested to be less 
controlling and DM and authority should be pushed down the organisation focusing 
it on having a more creative orientation (visionary and with more calculated risk 
taking); and focusing on goal achievement and stakeholder focus.  
In relation to the above, relevant training for the employees and related 
stakeholders to improve effective coordination and communication in team-working 
should be provided and this should involve the use of more information and 
technology (IT) support. The role of IT is crucial for accelerating information 
transfer, supporting faster communication and coordination, thus resulting in a faster 
and more accurate decision-making process. This is critical as the use of IT in the 
current practice still varies between regions and is quite limited. 
 
7.3 CONTRIBUTIONS 
This study contributes to the gap of knowledge due to the absence of research 
literature focusing on the impact of OC related to DM effectiveness, particularly the 
lack of suitable strategies for improving the current practices of PSP.  It also 
specifically enriches the lack of extant research in the public sector arena. This study 
results in the development of an OC-based framework, which was developed based 
on the combination of four OC models (Denison, 1990; Glaser et al., 1987; Hofstede, 
2001; Cameron and Quinn, 2011), and which can provide a comprehensive OC 
assessment for investigating the impacts of OC on DM effectiveness; it covers the 
OC-dimensions and the OC-profile.  
In this context, this study suggests practical contributions for decision makers 
of the Indonesian regional government that are involved in PSP, especially for the 
provision of road infrastructure at the regional level, i.e. by raising the awareness of 
the influence and the role of OC to increase the DM effectiveness of PSP. This OC-
based framework can support the development of strategies and policies for 
improving the current practices of PSP. A summarised report of this study will be 
presented and provided for the organisations that responded to the survey and 
provided input by way of semi-structured interviews, as many of them have 
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requested (i.e. 14 organisations out of 30 in total, from 11 different regions and three 
provinces). Therefore, the strategy proposed in this framework can be explained 
properly to the related organisations. Particular actions that should be developed 
specifically for each organisation need to be further researched and findings reported 
so that such actions can be properly developed and implemented. Also, more related 
publications and seminars need to be conducted to draw attention to this particular 
issue and to propose relevant and meaningful training. The results of this study can 
be considered and similar research applied in other regions in Indonesia, in other 
sectors (e.g., private sector), and in other developing countries, which have similar 
problems. 
In overview, this OC-based framework can facilitate organisations that are 
trying to develop strategies for improving the DM effectiveness of the PSP, i.e. by: 
first, understanding their existing OC-dimensions that aim at diagnosing if there is a 
need to strengthen their particular OC-dimensions. Secondly, the framework can 
create a deeper recognition and understanding of discrepancies between current 
existing and preferred future OC-profiles, so it can be determined if OC profiles 
changes are required, and to what extent they are required. This can provide more 
focused direction on what actions should be taken for future improvement of DM 
processes relating to the PSP. 
 
7.4 LIMITATION OF THE STUDY AND DIRECTION FOR FUTURE 
RESEARCH 
This study is contextual, and is specifically related to the public sector, at the 
regional level and in the Indonesian context. Project selection is a decision-making 
process, which is also influenced by many other aspects. Therefore, this research can 
be expanded by integrating this overall OC approach (strengthening the OC 
dimensions and changing the OC-profile) with other aspects that critically influence 
the project selection process (PSP). This study suggests that further research is still 
needed to discover the interrelated influences and impacts of OC, and the other 
aspects, and how they can actually contribute to developing new strategic directions 
in the road infrastructure project selection area.  
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Also, there is a need to conduct further research involving real case studies in 
several organisations, in order to investigate more specific practical actions that will 
be the most suitable for the related organisations. This will provide a more practical 
validation for the developed framework. Further research is also needed to provide a 
guide for the cultural changes actions to be proposed.  
This research only incorporated four cultural models amongst numerous 
cultural models provided by other scholars. Therefore, further research can be 
undertaken to possibly determine more robust dimensions of organisational culture 
using different models and their respective factors, in relation to decision-making, 
which can be applied in other construction related studies in Indonesia and globally. 
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A Questionnaire Survey of Organisational Culture Impact  
On Project Selection Process  
AIM of  SURVEY 
This survey aims to identify the impact of organisational culture on the current project 
selection process in Indonesia, focusing on selection of road public infrastructure 
projects.  
 
CONFIDENTIALITY 
 
Your responses will be treated confidentially and will never be used to identify 
specific individuals, including the identity of the respondent and will not appear in the 
research report. All information collected will only be used for academic research. 
Completion and return of this survey will be taken as representing your formal consent 
to allowing us to contact you again to ask if you are willing to participate in a follow-up 
interview or focus group to be undertaken at a later stage of the research. Your 
participation in an interview is entirely voluntary and you can decide to withdraw from 
further participation without comment or penalty 
 
RESULT OF SURVEY 
 
After all information is collected and analysed, the findings from this study will be 
provided based on request to the organisations/institutions that participated in this 
study. 
 
INSTRUCTION 
 
Please tick (√) the appropriate box that describes the circumstances and in ways that 
are usually occurred and done in your organisation.  
 
ENQUIRIES & CONTACT 
 
If you have any questions regarding this survey, please do not hesitate to contact me 
(the researcher): 
G.A.P Candra Dharmayanti 
PhD Student - Queensland University of Technology (QUT)- Brisbane, Australia 
Email : gusti.dharmayanti@student.qut.edu.au / chandra157@yahoo.com  
HP     : 0821 47 142 132 
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Part 1 – Data of respondent   
 
Please tick (√) the appropriate box 
 
Age Organisational Level 
 Under 20  Echelon II/ Head of institution/organisation 
   20-29    Echelon III / Head of division 
   30-39    Echelon IV/ Head of sub-division 
   40-49    Staff 
   50-59     
   60 or over     
 
Sex Years With Organisation 
 Female    Less than 6 months 
   Male    6 months to 1 year 
       1 to 2 years 
       2 to 5 years 
Education (mark highest level)    5 to 10 years   
   Secondary school    10 to 15 years 
   Some college education/Diploma    15 to 20 years 
   Bachelor’s degree    More than 20 years 
   Master’s degree     
   Doctoral degree     
   Other     
     
In which department do you work       Public Work    Bappeda 
 
 
 
In which province:         Bali    NTB    NTT 
 
 
Region/ City   : _________________________________ 
 
 
Division          : _________________________________  
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Part 2: The Current Practice of the Project Selection Process (PSP) 
The following questions aim to identify the current process/procedures of project selection in Indonesia 
particularly focusing on road infrastructure projects. It also aims to identify the barriers that occur during 
the processes, the effectiveness of the process and the quality of decisions. 
2A. The Current Procedure 
How do you perform the selection of road infrastructure projects in the regional level: 
a. Based on Law no 25/2004 – National Development Planning?    Yes    No 
 
b. Please state if there any other processes/procedures? 
If you prefer to describe the process in verbal, please state “interview” and please provide your phone 
number, so the surveyor will be able to contact you to arrange the suitable time for an interview, 
otherwise please provide it in written. (Please attach an additional sheet/paper if necessary) 
.............................................................................................................................................. 
.................................................................................................................................................. 
................................................................................................................................................... 
2B. Barriers & factors influence to the Process  
Please tick (√) the appropriate box to show the level of agreement to every item that best describe the 
condition in your organisation.  
Note: 1= Strongly Disagree (SD); 2= Disagree; 3= Slightly Disagree; 4=Slightly Agree; 5= Agree; 6= 
Strongly Agree (SA) 
 
1. Which of the particular following issues/barriers frequently occur 
relating to process of project selection? 
 
SD  
 
          
 
SA 
a. Limited budget compare to the number of proposed projects. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
b. Difficulty identifying the needs 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
c. Lack of meaningful involvement of other stakeholders (other 
governmental institutions) in budget preparation and implementation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
d. Lack of meaningful involvement of communities (community 
representatives) to provide relevant information related to the current 
problems/needs. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
e. Difficulties to communicate the government program to participants 
(community / community representatives) 1 2 3 4 5 6 
f. Difficulties to communicate the government program to lower level of 
decision-making  1 2 3 4 5 6 
g. Lack of coordination between related institutions, unclear and inapplicable vision , mission and goals 1 2 3 4 5 6 
h. The tasks are performed based on established procedure but difficult 
for the proposed project to realize the end decision. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
  
Strongly Disagree 
 
Strongly Agree 
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i. Lack of employees’ motivation and commitment to perform the task 
properly 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
   
j. If you select “agree” (by ticking scale 4/5/6) for question “1-i” above , 
what are the factors influencing the decreasing motivation and 
commitment of staff to perform the task properly? 
SD     SA 
 
 • Small number of proposed projects that actually succeed to be 
finally approved. 1 2 3 4 5 6  
  
 • The proposed projects have less interest from the upper level. 1 2 3 4 5 6    
 • Un-matched objectives between the upper level decision-
making  and the lower level of decision-making 1 2 3 4 5 6  
  
k. Lack of proper skills to perform the task. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6  
  
l. If you select “agree” (by ticking scale 4/5/6) for question no. 1-k 
above, in which particular level, the skills need to be improved? 
 
SD     SA 
 
 At Community level (Kelurahan/Village) 1 2 3 4 5 6    
 At  Sub-district level (Kecamatan) 1 2 3 4 5 6    
 At District level  (Kabupaten/ regional) 1 2 3 4 5 6    
 
Is there any other barriers that have not been mentioned?         Yes    No 
 
If yes, please state: ................................................................................................................................. 
 
................................................................................................................................................................ 
 
.................................................................................................................................................................. 
 
2. Based on your experience, what particular aspects do you feel has been more considered in the final 
decision?  
Please tick (√) in priority order from 1 (most considered) to 5 (less considered)  
 
 
The aspect to be considered Rank of priority    
 Political      
 Technical     
 Bottom-up approach     
 Top-down approach     
 Participative     
 
Is there any other aspect to be considered that have not been mentioned?    Yes    No 
If yes, please state: ................................................................................................................................. 
.................................................................................................................................................................. 
..................................................................................................................................................................  
Strongly Disagree 
 
Strongly Agree 
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2C. The Effectiveness of the Process and Quality of Decisions 
 
 
1. Based on your experience, state your opinion regarding with the 
effectiveness of the current process to provide guidance / best 
practice in order to: 
VI    
  
VE 
a. Identify problems and set objectives  1 2 3 4 5 6 
b. Collect relevant information 1 2 3 4 5 6 
c. Generate feasible options 1 2 3 4 5 6 
d. Evaluate and select the best alternatives 1 2 3 4 5 6 
e. Implement and evaluation (to monitor the consequences) 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
Note: 1=Very Ineffective (VI); 2=Ineffective; 3=Slightly Ineffective; 4= Slightly Effective; 5=Effective; 
6=Very Effective (VE). 
 
 
 
 
2. Based on your experience, state your opinion regarding with the 
quality of decisions resulted from the current process.  
 
SD  
 
           
 
SA 
a. The decisions are consistent with currently available information 
about the likelihood of achieving the goals involved in this problem 
(The decisions were made to achieve the intended goals 
consistently) – refer to decision quality 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
b. The decision process creates the necessary commitment to, and 
understanding of the decision by group members in order for them to 
effectively carry it out. – refer to implementation 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
c. The decision was made at the right time (It did not consume more 
time on the part of group members or the leader, than was necessary 
to achieve a high quality decision that was effectively implemented.- 
refer to time / cost 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
d. The decision process enhances group member knowledge and 
expertise, their ability and desire to work together as a team, and 
their feeling of being an important and valued part of the 
organisation. – refer to development 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
Note: 1= Strongly Disagree (SD); 2= Disagree; 3= Slightly Disagree; 4=Slightly Agree; 5= Agree; 
6=Strongly Agree (SA) 
  
Very Ineffective  
 
Very Effective 
 
Strongly Disagree 
 
Strongly Agree 
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Part 3- Organisational Culture 
3A: Investigation the Existing Organisational Culture (OC) traits that likely impact to the 
current practice of the Project Selection Process (PSP) 
The following statements describe the cultural traits that are likely affect/influence a decision making 
process, quality and effectiveness. Please state your opinion – how much agree or disagree – in scale (1-
6) – whether the following statements related to the current process of project selection.   
There are 10 cultural traits that will be examined related to their impact to the effectiveness of decision 
making in project selection process, i.e.: Empowerment, Team Orientation, Development, Stakeholder 
Satisfaction, Coordination and Integration, Agreement, Strategic Direction and Intent, Goals and 
Objectives, Vision, Power Distance.  
Note: 1= Strongly Disagree (SD); 2= Disagree; 3= Slightly Disagree; 4=Slightly Agree; 5= Agree; 
6=Strongly Agree (SA) 
 
EMPOWERMENT   
 
In this organisation… SD 
    
SA 
1 Most employees are highly involved in their work. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2 Most employees get enough information to understand “the big 
picture” here. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
3 Decisions are usually made at the level where the best information is 
available 1 2 3 4 5 6 
4 Information is widely shared so that everyone can get the information 
he or she needs when it’s needed. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
5 Everyone believes that he or she can have a positive impact and have 
been taken part in discussions to perform decisions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
6 Organisation planning is ongoing and involves everyone in the process to some degree and values the ideas of worker at every level. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
7 Decision made at meetings get put into action 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
TEAM ORIENTATION 
  
 
In this organisation… 
SD    
 
SA 
8 Discussion and decisions stay on track 1 2 3 4 5 6 
9 People work like they are part of a team 1 2 3 4 5 6 
10 Teamwork is used to get work done, rather than hierarchy. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
11 Teams are our primary building blocks, good listener and 
constructively confront problems. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
12 Work is organized so that each person can see the relationship 
between his or her job and the goals of the organisation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
13 Authority is delegated so that people can act on their own. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
14 Staff and manager have a productive working relationship 1 2 3 4 5 6 
  
Strongly Disagree 
 
Strongly Agree 
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DEVELOPMENT     
 
In this organisation… SD    
 
SA 
15 The “bench strength” (capability of people) is constantly improving. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
16 There is continuous investment in the skills of employees. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
17 Problems often arise because we do not have the skills necessary 
to do the job.   1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
STAKEHOLDER SATISFACTION       
 
In this organisation… SD    
 
SA 
18 Different parts of the organisation often cooperate to create change. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
19 Stakeholders (community) comments and recommendations often 
leads to changes 
 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
20 Stakeholders (community) input directly influences our decisions  
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
21 All members have a deep understanding of stakeholders 
(community) wants and needs. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
22 The interests of the stakeholders (community) often get ignored in 
our decisions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
23 We encourage direct contact with customers by our people. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
COORDINATION AND INTEGRATION   
  
 
In this organisation… SD    
 
SA 
24 Our approach to select the projects is very consistent and 
predictable. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
25 People from different parts of the organisation share a common 
perspective. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
26 It is easy to coordinate projects across different parts of the 
organisation. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
27 Working with some from another part of this organisation is like 
working with someone from a different organisation.   1 2 3 4 5 6 
28 There is good alignment of goals across levels. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
Note: 1= Strongly Disagree (SD); 2= Disagree; 3= Slightly Disagree; 4=Slightly Agree; 5= Agree; 
6=Strongly Agree (SA) 
  
Strongly Disagree 
 
Strongly Agree 
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AGREEMENT      
 
In this organisation… SD    
 
SA 
29 When disagreements occur, we work hard to achieve “win-win” 
solutions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
30 It is easy to reach consensus, even on difficult issues. 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
31 We often have trouble reaching agreement on key issues.  
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
32 There is a clear agreement about the right way and the wrong way 
to do things. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
STRATEGIC DIRECTION AND INTENT   
  
 
In this organisation… SD    
 
SA 
33 This institution has long-term purpose and direction. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
34 There is a clear mission (in providing proper road infrastructure) that 
gives meaning & direction to our works 1 2 3 4 5 6 
a. The mission is stated in clear job description that guide our 
works 1 2 3 4 5 6 
b. The mission can be understood by employees 1 2 3 4 5 6 
35 There is a clear and applicable strategy for the future approach to 
project selection process.  1 2 3 4 5 6 
36 The strategic direction of the project selection approach is unclear to 
me  1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES   
 
In this organisation… SD    
 
SA 
37 There is widespread agreement among the stakeholders (internal & 
external) about the need for a more equitable provision of road 
infrastructure (i.e. based on urgency, safety, equitability of regional 
development, etc) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
38 Leaders set goals that are ambitious, but realistic (provide clear 
direction on our works) 1 2 3 4 5 6 
39 The leadership has already stated the objectives we are trying to 
meet. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
40 Employees will know how to achieve long-term goals. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
41 We continuously track our progress against our stated goals 
(evaluation of the selected projects against the goals)  1 2 3 4 5 6 
 a. What percentage of the proposed project based on 
procedures are selected.  
 b. What percentage of selected projects that match the goals  
 
Note: 1= Strongly Disagree (SD); 2= Disagree; 3= Slightly Disagree; 4=Slightly Agree; 5= Agree; 
6=Strongly Agree (SA) 
  
Strongly Disagree 
 
Strongly Agree 
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VISION      
 
In this organisation… SD    
 
SA 
42 We have a shared vision on how the project selection must be 
conducted in the future  1 2 3 4 5 6 
43 Leaders have a long-term viewpoint (clearly stated and realistic) 1 2 3 4 5 6 
44 Our short-term thinking often undermines the long-term vision 1 2 3 4 5 6 
45 Our vision creates excitement and motivation for our employees 1 2 3 4 5 6 
46 We are able to meet short-term demands without compromising our 
long-term vision. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
       
 
POWER-DISTANCE  
     
 
In this organisation… SD    
 
SA 
47 Employees being afraid to express disagreement with their 
managers 1 2 3 4 5 6 
48 Employees being unclear on what your duties and responsibility are 1 2 3 4 5 6 
49 Employees have a good working relationship with the 
manager/leader 1 2 3 4 5 6 
50 Work with people who work cooperate well with one another 1 2 3 4 5 6 
51 Employees are invited by leaders to be involved in decision making 1 2 3 4 5 6 
52 Decision making structure is more centralised than decentralized. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
53 Decision making structure is more often the choice of the leader 
rather than from a participative process. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
54 Organisation structure involves many hierarchical levels of decision 
making process 1 2 3 4 5 6 
55 Subordinates expect to be told what to do and what decisions to 
make 1 2 3 4 5 6 
56 Leaders rely on formal rules 1 2 3 4 5 6 
57 Authoritative leadership and close supervision leads to satisfaction, 
good performance and high productivity 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
Note: 1= Strongly Disagree (SD); 2= Disagree; 3= Slightly Disagree; 4=Slightly Agree; 5= Agree; 
6=Strongly Agree (SA) 
Strongly Disagree 
 
Strongly Agree 
 
 
 
196 
 
3B: Organisational Culture Profile 
The following statements no.1 to no. 6 are used to assess “the current (now)” and “the preferred” of the 
organisational culture profile of your institution (your organisation).  
 Every question has four alternatives. Please give your opinion toward these four alternatives by scoring 
them (the value 0-100). The total value for each number of questions have to reach 100 (please see the 
examples). 
The highest score is given to the alternative that closely describes your organisation's culture, followed by 
somewhat true, and so on. The lowest value is given to the one that not properly described.  
The example of scoring: 
E
X
A
M
P
L
E 
1 Dominant characteristics Now Preferred 
A The organisation is very personal place. It is like an extended family. 
People seem to share a lot of themselves. 
25 20 
B The organisation is a very dynamic and entrepreneurial place. People 
are willing to stick their neck out and take risks. 
45 50 
C Organisation is very results-oriented. A major concern is with getting the 
job done. People are very competitive and achievement-oriented. 
10 15 
D The organisation is a very controlled and structured place. Formal 
procedures generally govern what people do. 
20 15 
Total 100 100 
 
 
1 Dominant characteristics Now Preferred 
A The organisation is very personal place. It is like an extended family. People 
seem to share a lot of themselves. 
  
B The organisation is a very dynamic and entrepreneurial place. People are 
willing to stick their neck out and take risks. 
  
C Organisation is very results-oriented. A major concern is with getting the job 
done. People are very competitive and achievement-oriented. 
  
D The organisation is a very controlled and structured place. Formal procedures 
generally govern what people do. 
  
Total 100 100 
 
 
2 Organisational Leadership Now Preferred 
A The leadership in the organisation is generally considered to exemplify 
mentoring, facilitating or nurturing. 
  
B The leadership in the organisation is generally considered to exemplify 
entrepreneurship, innovation, or risk taking. 
  
C The leadership in the organisation is generally considered to exemplify a no-
nonsense, aggressive, results orientated focus.  
  
D The leadership in the organisation is generally considered to exemplify 
coordinating, organising or smooth-running efficiency. 
  
Total 100 100 
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3 Management employees Now Preferred 
A The management style in the organisation is characterized by teamwork, 
consensus, and participation. 
  
B The management style in the organisation is characterized by risk 
taking, innovation, freedom, and uniqueness. 
  
C The management style in the organisation is characterized by hard-
driving competitiveness, high demand, and achievement. 
  
D The management style in the organisation is characterized by security of 
employment, conformity, predictability, and stability in relathionships.  
  
Total 100 100 
 
4 Organisation Glue Now Preferred 
A The glue that holds the organisation together is loyalty and mutual trust. 
Commitment to this organisation run high 
  
B The glue that holds the organisation together is commitment to 
innovation and development. There is an emphasis on being on the 
cutting edge. 
  
C The glue that holds the organisation together is the emphasis on 
achievement and goal accomplishment. 
  
D The glue that holds the organisation together is formal rule and policies. 
Maintaining a smooth-running organisation is important. 
  
Total 100 100 
 
 
5 Strategic Emphases Now Preferred 
A The organisation emphasizes human development. High trust, 
openness, and participation persist. 
  
B The organisation emphasizes acquiring new resources and creating new 
challenges. Trying new things and prospecting for opportunities are 
valued. 
  
C The organisation emphasizes competitive actions and achievement. 
Hitting stretch targets and winning in the market are dominant. 
  
D The organisation emphasizes permanence and stability, efficiency, 
control and smooth operations are important. 
  
Total 100 100 
 
6 Criteria of Success Now Preferred 
A The organisation defines success on the basis of the development of 
human resources, teamwork, employee commitment, and concern for 
people  
  
B The organisation defines success on the basis of having the most 
unique or newest products. It is a product leader and innovator. 
  
C The organisation defines success on the basis of winning in the 
marketplace and outpacing the competition. Competitive market 
leadership is key. 
  
D The organisation defines success on the basis of efficiency. Dependable 
delivery, smooth scheduling and low-cost production are critical. 
  
Total 100 100 
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Part 4 – State your opinion  
 
Based on your experience involving in project selection process, please answer the following 
questions. 
 
1 Are you kept informed by being provided with feedback on whether projects were selected or 
not?   
   Yes    No 
 
2. Do you have any other suggestions or other aspects that need to be considered in order to 
improve the current project selection process? 
 
   Yes    No 
 
If “Yes”, please 
............................................................................................................................ 
 
........................................................................................................................... 
 
........................................................................................................................... 
 
.................................................................................................................................................. 
 
.................................................................................................................................................. 
 
 
 
Do you wish to receive the result of this survey?       Yes    No 
 
If “Yes”, please provide your name and your address, or your email address. 
Name: __________________________________  Address: _______________________________ 
 
Email: __________________________________ 
  
The result of this survey will provide you with valuable feedback on what organisational culture profile of 
your institution currently have and what cultural traits are needed to be strengthened in order to improve 
the current practice of project selection process. 
 
=============================================================================== 
Thank you for completing the survey and contributing significantly to an important piece of 
research. 
=============================================================================== 
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Questionnaire of semi-structured interview   
For OC based framework validation 
Description: 
The attached organisational culture (OC) based framework was developed based on the study through an OC 
questionnaire survey carried out a few months ago. The questionnaire survey was developed based on the 
combination of the existing organizational culture models, which was associated with the criteria of DM 
effectiveness. The framework proposes to improve the decision-making (DM) effectiveness of the current 
practice of the project selection process (PSP), which particularly focused on road project at the regional level.  
This framework has been validated internally based on statistical analysis, which involved exploratory factor 
analysis (EFA) as the exploratory test; structural equation model (SEM) as confirmatory test; and 
Organisational Culture Assessment Instrument (OCAI) for assessing the OC profiles. The framework suggests 
two main aspects for improving the DM effectiveness of the current practice of the PSP (particularly in related 
to the PSP of road project at the regional level), covers:  
1. Strengthen the OC dimensions (Coordination-Integration; Clear mission-Strategy; and Teamwork-
Empowerment)  
2. Changing/shifting the OC profile (orientation), by slightly reducing hierarchy culture and by increasing 
clan culture. 
Aim of this questionnaire:  
This questionnaire aim to obtain feedback/opinion from the respondent regarding with the validity 
(applicability) of this framework, by measuring the level of respondents’ agreement related to: 
1. Significance of the OC based framework to improve the DM effectiveness  
2. Whether the OC based framework is applicable for the current practice. 
This questionnaire is designed as an instrument for conducting semi-structured interview to obtain an external 
validation of the proposed framework. The results will be used to refine and finalize the framework, as the 
main objective of this study, entitled “The Impact of Organisational Culture in Project Selection Process. Case 
of Public Infrastructure Project in Indonesia” 
Direction: 
Give your opinion by ticking / circling the corresponding number states how important the following factors / 
aspects contribute to improving DM effectiveness of the current practice of the PSP?  
The scale includes: an option "NO" to declare "insignificant / unimportant" or "YES" to represent "significant / 
important". If you answered "YES" ("significant / important '), then express the significance level of 1 (very 
low) to 5 (very high). 
0 = NO ("insignificant / unimportant") 
1 – 5 = YES (“Significant”/”important”), the significance level is from 1 (very low) to 5 (very high). 
Participant: 
Respondents were required from the field BAPPEDA PRASWILL (Regional infrastructure) and PU Bina-Marga, 
those involved in the project selection process (PSP) of road projects at regional/ district / municipality level.  
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Proposed Framework 
 
 
DM Quality/ 
Quality of Decisions 
 
IMPACT ON DM quality  
by improving the DM quality, particularly 
in term of: 
 
1. The consistency of decisions with 
the information  
2. Creating commitment and 
understanding to implement the 
decisions effectively 
3. Resulting decisions at the optimum 
time and cost 
4. Improving knowledge and skill of 
the members (development) 
Barriers 
 
1. Inadequate “meaningful” involvement, 
coordination, and communication within 
internal and external organisation in order to 
determine the priority of projects. 
 
2. Inadequate “meaningful” motivation, 
commitment and proper skill of employees to 
perform the tasks appropriately; 
 
3. Difficulties to communicate the government’s 
programme to lower level of DM and limited 
budget compared to the number of the 
proposed projects. 
 
Strengthen these OC dimensions: 
  
1. Coordination & Integration 
2. Team Work & Empowerment 
3. Clear Mission & Strategy  
 
 OC Profile changes: 
1. Decreasing “Hierarchy” 
2. Increasing “Clan” 
External Stakeholder Involvement 
(Musrenbang – at community level, sub-district level 
and district level) 
DM Process  
at the Institutional Level  
/ SKPD Forum 
(Musrenbang at 
Regional/Kabupaten/Kodya) 
BAPPEDA 
PU 
 
 
IMPACT ON DM process: 
by improving the DM process Effectiveness, 
particularly in term of: 
1. Collecting relevant information 
2. Generating feasible options 
3. Evaluating & selecting the best alternatives 
4. Implementation & evaluation (Monitor the 
consequences) 
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Questions: 
Part 1:  
Purpose: to measure how important the following OC dimensions to improve the current practice of the DM 
process of the PSP 
1. How important is the following OC dimensions to improve the current practice of the DM process of the 
PSP? 
No. Dimensions of Organisational Culture 
 
No Yes 
Very  
Low 
   Very 
 High 
A. Coordination – integration  (Internally & externally) 
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
B. Team work & Empowerment 0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
C. Clear mission & strategy 0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
If you answer “No”, please explain why?   
............................................................................................................................................................................... 
............................................................................................................................................................................... 
............................................................................................................................................................................... 
2. For more details, please provide the scale of how important the following statements (sub-OC-
dimensions) of each OC dimensions above, in improving the DM process effectiveness of the current 
practice? 
A coordination – integration (Internally & externally)  
NO 
YES 
Is the following statement important to improve the DM 
process effectiveness? 
Very 
 Low 
   Very 
High 
A-1 People from different parts of the organisation share a 
common perspective. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
A-2 Our approach to select the projects is very consistent and 
predictable 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
A-3 All members have a deep understanding of stakeholders 
(community) wants and needs. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
A-4 It is easy to coordinate projects across different parts of the 
organisation 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
If you answer “No”, please explain why?   
............................................................................................................................................................................... 
................................................................................................................................................................................ 
................................................................................................................................................................................ 
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B 
Teamwork & empowerment  
NO 
YES 
Is the following statement important to improve the DM 
process effectiveness? 
 
Very 
 Low 
   Very 
 High 
B-1 Work is organized so that each person can see the 
relationship between his or her job and the goals of the 
organisation 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
B-2 Authority is delegated so that people can act on their own 
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
B-3 Teams are our primary building blocks, good listener and 
constructively confront problems 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
B-4 Organisation planning is ongoing and involves everyone in 
the process to some degree and values the ideas of worker 
at every level. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
If you answer “No”, please explain why?   
................................................................................................................................................................................. 
................................................................................................................................................................................. 
................................................................................................................................................................................. 
 
 
C 
Clear mission & strategy NO YES 
Is the following statement important to improve the DM 
process effectiveness? 
 
Very 
 low 
   Very 
 High 
C-1 There is a clear mission (in providing proper road 
infrastructure) that gives meaning & direction to our works 
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
C-2 The mission is stated in clear job description that guide 
our works 
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
C-3 The mission can be understood by employees 0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
C-4 There is a clear and applicable strategy for the future 
approach to project selection process 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
If you answer “No”, please explain why?   
............................................................................................................................................................................... 
............................................................................................................................................................................... 
............................................................................................................................................................................... 
.............................................................................................................................................................................. 
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PART 2:  
Purpose: to measure the significance of changes into appropriate organisational culture (OC) profile 
(orientation) to increase the DM process effectiveness.  
1. How important is the following changes in OC profile/orientation to contribute to improve DM process 
decision-making process? 
 
No. 
 
Is it important to changes the OC profile as the following 
ways: 
NO YES 
Very 
 low 
   Very 
 high 
a. Decrease “hierarchy” culture  
 e.g.: 
- Eliminates unnecessary rules & procedures 
- Eliminates unnecessary reports & paper-works 
- Reduce corporate directive  
- Reduce micro-management 
- Remove unnecessary constraint  
- Push decision making down 
However, it does not mean: loss of logical structure; 
letting the inmates run the asylum with no guidance; 
elimination of accountability and measurement; taking 
advantage of the situation.  
  
0 1  
 
2 3 4 5 
  
 
b. Increase “Clan” culture 
e.g.:  
- Survey & meet employee need  
- Promote teamwork & participation 
- Foster better morale through empowerment 
- Create higher levels of trust 
- Express more obvious concern for people 
- Provide chances for self-management 
 
However, it does not mean: becoming undisciplined & 
overly permissive; only fostering an internal focus; not 
working hard and having high expectations; forgetting 
about stretch goals-protecting underperformers; 
freedom without responsibility. 
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
If you answer “No”, please explain why?   
............................................................................................................................................................................... 
............................................................................................................................................................................... 
............................................................................................................................................................................... 
...............................................................................................................................................................................  
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PART 3:  
Purpose: to determine the extent to which this framework can be applied to improve the DM process 
effectiveness of current practice of the PSP (of road project). This framework suggests two main actions for 
improving the DM effectiveness of the PSP includes an emphasis on OC dimensions as indicated in "Part 1" and 
changes the OC profile / orientation by reducing the "hierarchy" culture and increase "clan" culture as 
suggested in "Part 2". 
1. Do you agree that if this framework is implemented it will improve the DM effectiveness  
If “Yes”, state/ scale how important the influence towards these following statements: 
No. Can the framework improve the DM process 
effectiveness, in term of: 
No Yes 
Very 
Low 
   very 
High 
a. Collecting relevant information? 0 1 
 
2 3 4 5 
b. Generating feasible options? 
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
c. Evaluating and selecting the best alternatives? 
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
d. Implementation and evaluation to monitor the 
consequences? 
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
If you answer “No”, please explain why?   
................................................................................................................................................................................ 
................................................................................................................................................................................ 
................................................................................................................................................................................. 
2. Please state how important its influence on these following elements:  
No Can the framework improve the DM quality,  
in term of: 
  
No Yes 
very 
Low 
   very 
High 
a. The consistency of decisions with the currently available 
information about the likelihood of achieving the goals 
involved in this problem  
0 1 
 
2 3 4 5 
b. Creating commitment and understanding to implement the 
decisions effectively 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
c. Resulting decisions at the optimum time and cost 
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
d. Improving knowledge and skill of the members 
(development) 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
If you answer “No”, please explain why?   
................................................................................................................................................................................ 
................................................................................................................................................................................ 
...............................................................................................................................................................................  
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PART 4:  
Purpose: to determine the extent to which this framework can be applied in dealing with the problems 
(existing barriers) in the DM process in the selection of regional road projects. 
1. Do you agree that if the framework is implemented, will reduce the occurrence of these problems? 
If "Yes", indicate how important influence on the following problem: 
 
No. 
Problem 1: Inadequate “meaningful” involvement, 
coordination, and communication within internal and 
external organisation in order to determine the 
priority of projects  
NO YES 
The implementation of the framework will: Very 
 low 
   Very 
 High 
1 Improve meaningful involvement of communities 
(community representatives) to provide relevant 
information related to the current problems/needs.  
0 1 2 3 4 5 
2 Improve meaningful involvement of other stakeholders 
(other governmental institutions) in budget preparation 
and implementation; 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
3 Improving accuracy in identifying needs to prioritize 
project based on its urgency  
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
4 Reduce the difficulties to communicate the government 
programme to participants (community / community 
representatives)  
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
5 Reduce the difficulties to communicate the government’s 
programme to lower level of decision-making  
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
6 Improve coordination between related institutions, hence 
lead to more clear and applicable vision, mission and goals. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
If you answer “No”, please explain why?   
................................................................................................................................................................................. 
................................................................................................................................................................................. 
................................................................................................................................................................................. 
2. Also state how important influence on the following problem: 
No  Problem 2: Inadequate “meaningful” motivation, commitment 
and proper skill of employees to perform the tasks 
appropriately 
NO YES 
The implementation of the framework will: Very 
 low 
   Very 
 High 
1 Improve employees’ motivation and commitment to 
perform the task properly 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
2 Identify of the proper skills to perform the task. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
If you answer “No”, please explain why?   
................................................................................................................................................................................ 
................................................................................................................................................................................ 
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3. Also state how important influence on the following problem: 
 
If you answer “No”, please explain why?   
............................................................................................................................................................................... 
............................................................................................................................................................................... 
............................................................................................................................................................................... 
4. In overall, do you agree that the framework will contribute significantly to improve the DM process of 
the current practice of the PSP, particularly focuses on road project? 
  Yes 
 
  No 
If you answer “No”, please explain why?   
.................................................................................................................................................................. 
................................................................................................................................................................. 
................................................................................................................................................................ 
5. Based on the survey conducted in the previous stage, the following is the priority of the approaches 
employed in the current practice of the PSP, which was ranked from the most to the less considered:  
 
1. Participative 2. Top-Down  3. Political 4. Technical  5. Bottom-Up 
 
Do you agree with this rank of priority? 
  Yes 
 
  No 
If you answer “No”, please explain why?   
.................................................................................................................................................................. 
.................................................................................................................................................................. 
.................................................................................................................................................................. 
 
Thank you for your participation 
No. Problem 3:  Difficulties to communicate the government’s 
programme to lower level of DM and limited budget 
compared to the number of the proposed projects 
NO YES 
The implementation of the framework will: Very 
 low 
   Very 
 High 
1 Increase the chances of a proper selection of the 
project in accordance with the availability of relevant 
information  
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
2 Improve the effectiveness and efficiency of the 
financial management, by allocating resources to the 
right project.  
0 1 2 3 4 5 
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Kuisioner Wawancaca Semi Struktural   
Untuk validasi framework hasil studi 
Dekripsi: 
Framework terlampir dikembangkan berdasarkan hasil studi melalui survey kuisioner yang dilakukan beberapa 
bulan yang lalu. Framework ini bertujuan untuk meningkatkan effektifitas proses “pengambilan keputusan” 
pada proses pemilihan proyek jalan di tingkat regional yang berlaku pada saat ini. Survey kuisioner tersebut 
menggunakan pendekatan budaya organisasi dengan mengkombinasikan dimensi-dimensi budaya organisasi 
berdasarkan literatur yang ada, yang berpengaruh terhadap proses pengambilan keputusan. Pada tahap ini, 
keseluruhan hasil analisis di ringkas dan digunakan untuk mengembangkan framework terlampir. Framework 
ini telah memenuhi syarat tes validasi secara internal berdasarkan analisis statistik menggunakan metode 
analisa faktor (sebagai tes eksploratori) dan  structural equation model (sebagai tes konfirmatori). Hasil yang 
ditampilkan pada usulan framework ini mencakup dimensi-dimensi budaya organisasi yang paling dominan 
dan perlu diperkuat/ditekankan, serta usulan perubahan orientasi budaya organisasi, guna meningkatkan 
effektifitas pengambilan keputusan pada proses pemilihan proyek yang berlangsung saat ini, khususnya pada 
proyek pemilihan jalan di tingkat regional.  
Tujuan dari kuisioner:  
Kuisioner ini bertujuan untuk mendapatkan opinion responden (masukan & saran) berkenaan dengan validitas 
dari framework tersebut, yaitu dengan  mengukur tingkat kesepakatan responden terhadap: 
1. Signifikansi (seberapa penting) pendekatan budaya organisasi (yaitu dengan memperkuat dimensi-
dimensi budaya organisasi terkait dan menginisiasikan perubahan orientasi budaya organisasi) seperti 
yang tercantum pada usulan framework, dalam meningkatkan effektifitas proses pengambilan 
keputusan. 
2. Apakah framework yang dikembangkan berdasarkan pendekatan budaya organisasi ini memungkinkan 
untuk diterapkan (applicable) pada proses yang berlaku saat ini. 
Kuisioner ini didesain sebagai instrumen untuk melakukan wawancara semi structural untuk mendapatkan 
validasi secara external terhadap usulan framework tersebut. Hasilnya akan dipergunakan untuk 
menyempurnakan framework tersebut yang dikembangkan sebagai tujuan utama dari penelitian ini, yang 
berjudul “The Impact of Organisational Culture in Project Selection Process. Case of Public Infrastructure 
Project in Indonesia” 
Petunjuk: 
Berikan opini anda dengan mencentang/melingkari pada angka yang sesuai menyatakan seberapa penting 
faktor/aspek berikut ini dalam berkontribusi terhadap peningkatan effektifitas proses pengambilan keputusan 
pada proses pemilihan proyek yang berlaku saat ini? Skala opini mencakup pilihan “NO” untuk menyatakan 
“tidak signifikan/tidak penting” atau “YES” untuk menyatakan “Signifikan/Penting”. Jika anda menjawab “YES” 
(“signifikan/Penting” ), maka nyatakan tingkat signifikansinya dari 1 (sangat rendah/very low) ke 5 (sangat 
tinggi/very high).  
0 = NO (“tidak Penting”/”tidak signifikan”) 
1 – 5 = YES (“Signifikan”/”penting”),  skala tingkat signifikansinya dari 1 (very low) ke 5 (very high)  
Participant: 
Responden yang diperlukan berasal dari BAPPEDA bidang PRASWILL (prasarana Wilayah) dan PU BINAMARGA 
yang terlibat dalam proses pemilihan proyek jalan di tingkat kabupaten/kodya.   
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Proposed Framework 
 
 
Output 
Quality of Decisions 
1. Konsistensi keputusan 
terhadap informasi yang 
tersedia. 
2. Menciptakan komitment & 
pemahaman untuk menerapkan 
hasil keputusan secara efektif 
3. Keputusan dibuat tepat 
waktu 
4. Meningkatkan pengetahuan & 
keahlian dari anggota tim yang 
terlibat dalam proses 
pengambilan keputusan 
 
External Stakeholder Involvement 
(MUSRENBANG – tkt. Desa (community level) & 
kecamatan (Sub-district level)  
Barriers 
1. Kurangnya keterlibatan, koordinasi & 
komunikasi yang berarti antara eksternal & 
Internal organisasi dalam menentukan prioritas 
proyek. 
2. Kurangnya motivasi & komitment yang berarti 
serta keahlian yang sesuai dari pegawai untuk 
melakukan tugasnya dgn baik. 
3. Kesulitan dalam mengkomunikasikan program 
pemerintah ke level pengambilan keputusan 
dibawahnya dan terbatasnya anggaran 
dibandingkan dengan jumlah usulan proyek.  
 
Proses Pengambilan 
keputusan Tk. Institusi 
(Forum SKPD) 
(Tk Regional/Kabupaten/Kodya) 
 
BAPPEDA 
 
PU 
 
 
Effective Decision making Process, particularly 
stressed on: 
1. Collecting relevant information 
2. Generating feasible options 
3. Evaluating & selecting the best 
alternatives 
4. Implementation & evaluation (Monitor 
the consequences) 
Dimensi Budaya Organisasi 
(paling dominant): 
1. Coordination & Intergration 
2. Team Work & Empowerment 
3. Clear Mission & Strategy 
 
 OC Profile changes 
1. Mengurangi “Hierarchy” 
2. Meningkatkan “Clan” 
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Pertanyaan: 
Bagian 1:  
Tujuan: untuk mengukur seberapa pentingkah dimensi-dimensi budaya organisasi berikut dalam meningkatkan 
effektifitas pengambilan keputusn pada proses yang berlaku saat ini?  
1. Seberapa pentingkah dimensi-dimensi budaya organisasi berikut ini dalam meningkatkan effektifitas 
proses pengambilan keputusan pada proses pemilihan proyek yang berlaku saat ini? 
No. Dimensions of Organisational Culture 
 
NO YES 
Very  
Low 
   Very 
 High 
A. Coordination – integration  (Internally & externally) 
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
B. Team work & Empowerment 0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
C. Clear mission & strategy 0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
Jika jawaban anda “tidak”/ “NO”, mohon dijelaskan mengapa?   
............................................................................................................................................................................... 
............................................................................................................................................................................... 
............................................................................................................................................................................... 
2. Untuk lebih detilnya, mohon berikan skala seberapa pentingkah sub-dimensi dari setiap dimensi utama 
budaya organisasi tersebut dibawah ini, dalam meningkatkan effektifitas proses pengambilan keputusan ? 
A coordination – integration (Internally & externally)  
NO 
YES 
Pentingkah hal berikut ini untuk meningkatkan effektifitas 
proses pengambilan keputusan? 
 
Very 
 Low 
   Very 
High 
A-1 Orang-orang dari bagian-bagian lain dalam organisasi ini 
memiliki persepsi yang serupa. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
A-2 Pendekatan yang konsisten & terprediksi  dalam melakukan 
pemilihan proyek  
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
A-3 Semua anggota memiliki pemahaman mendalam tentang 
keinginan dan kebutuhan eksternal stakeholders 
(masyarakat) 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
A-4 Mudah mengkoordinasikan proyek-proyek dengan lintas 
bagian lain dari organisasi ini 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
Jika jawaban anda “tidak”/ “NO”, mohon dijelaskan mengapa? 
............................................................................................................................................................................... 
................................................................................................................................................................................ 
................................................................................................................................................................................ 
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B 
Teamwork & empowerment  
NO 
YES 
Pentingkah hal berikut ini untuk meningkatkan effektifitas 
proses pengambilan keputusan? 
 
Very 
 Low 
   Very 
 High 
B-1 Tugas-tugas diatur supaya setiap orang dapat melihat 
hubungan antara pekerjaannya dengan tujuan organisasi 
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
B-2 Kewenangan didelegasikan supaya setiap orang dapat 
bekerja dengan mandiri. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
B-3 Tim adalah pengembangan organisasi yang utama. 
Masalah dapat diselesaikan secara konstruktif (dengan 
baik) melalui kerja tim. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
B-4 Perencanaan organisasi adalah berkelanjutan dan 
melibatkan setiap orang dalam setiap proses sampai 
tingkatan tertentu, dan menghargai ide dari karyawan 
disetiap tingkatan. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
Jika jawaban anda “tidak”/ “NO”, mohon dijelaskan mengapa?  
................................................................................................................................................................................. 
................................................................................................................................................................................. 
................................................................................................................................................................................. 
 
C 
Clear mission & strategy NO YES 
Pentingkah hal berikut ini untuk meningkatkan 
effektifitas proses pengambilan keputusan? 
 
Very 
 low 
   Very 
 High 
C-1 Ada misi yang jelas  (dalam penyediaan infrastruktur jalan 
yang layak), yang memberikan arti dan arah pada 
pekerjaan kami 
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
C-2 Misi tersirat secara jelas dalam job description yang 
memberikan petunjuk  bagi pekerjaan kami. 
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
C-3 Misi tersebut dapat dipahami oleh karyawan. 0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
C-4 Ada strategi yang jelas dan dapat diterapkan untuk masa 
depan dalam menangani proses pemilihan proyek. 
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
Jika jawaban anda “tidak”/ “NO”, mohon dijelaskan mengapa?  
............................................................................................................................................................................... 
............................................................................................................................................................................... 
............................................................................................................................................................................... 
.............................................................................................................................................................................. 
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PART 2:  
Tujuan: untuk mengukur tingkat signifikansi dari perubahan profil/orientasi budaya organisasi yang sesuai 
terhadap peningkatan  effektifitas proses pengambilan keputusan?.  
1. Seberapa pentingkah perubahan orientasi budaya organisasi berikut ini dalam berkontribusi untuk 
meningkatkan effektifitas proses pengambilan keputusan? 
 
No. 
 
Pentingkah Perubahan orientasi budaya organisasi yaitu 
dengan cara: 
 
NO YES 
Very 
 low 
   Very 
 high 
a. Mengurangi budaya “hirarki”  
 misalnya: 
- Menghilangkan peraturan & prosedur yang tidak 
perlu 
- Menghapus pelaporan (reports & paperwork) yang 
tidak diperlukan 
- Mengurangi pengarahan secara grup 
- Mengurangi manajemen mikro 
- Menghapus kontrol/limitasi yang tidak perlu 
- Push decision making down 
Namun tidak berarti menghilangkan struktur logika, 
mengurangi petunjuk yang diperlukan, atau membiarkan 
karyawan untuk mengambil keuntungan dari suatu 
situasi.  
  
0 1  
 
2 3 4 5 
  
 
b. Meningkatkan budaya “Clan” 
misalnya: 
- Survey & memperhatikan kebutuhan pegawai 
- Mempromosikan teamwork & partisipasi 
- Memotivasi moral yang lebih baik melalui 
empowerment/keterlibatan 
- Menumbuhkan tingkat kepercayaan yang tinggi 
- Menunjukkan perhatian yang lebih nyata pada 
orang-orang 
- Memberikan kesempatan untuk mengelola sendiri 
(self-management) 
 
Namun, tidak berarti bahwa organisasi membiarkan 
dirinya menjadi tidak disiplin dan terlalu permisif, terlalu 
focus pada internal, tidak bekerja keras, melupakan 
tujuan utama dan terlalu bebas tanpa ada 
tanggungjawab. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
Jika jawaban anda “tidak”/ “NO”, mohon dijelaskan mengapa?  
............................................................................................................................................................................... 
............................................................................................................................................................................... 
............................................................................................................................................................................... 
...............................................................................................................................................................................  
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Bagian 3:  
Tujuan: untuk mengetahui sejauh mana framework ini dapat diaplikasikan guna meningkatkan efektifitas 
proses pengambilan keputusan pada proses pemilihan proyek jalan yang berlaku saat ini.  
Bentuk implementasi yang disarankan pada framework ini meliputi penekanan pada dimensi-dimensi budaya 
organisasi seperti yang tersebut pada “Bagian 1” dan perubahan orientasi budaya organisasi dengan 
mengurangi budaya “hirarki” dan meningkatkan budaya “clan” seperti yang tersebut pada “Bagian 2”. 
1. Apakah anda setuju bahwa jika framework ini diterapkan, akan dapat meningkatkan efektivitas 
pengambilan keputusan?  
Jika Ya/ “Yes”, nyatakan seberapa penting pengaruhnya terhadap element berikut ini: 
No. Dapatkah framework tersebut membantu 
meningkatkan effektifitas dalam proses:  
No Yes 
Very 
Low 
   very 
High 
a. Pengumpulan informasi yang relevan? 
 
0 1 
 
2 3 4 5 
 
b. Pengidentifikasian/penyusunan opsi/alternatif yang 
layak? 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
c. Pengevaluasian & penseleksian alternative yang terbaik? 0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
d. Penerapan & pengevaluasiannya? 0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
Jika jawaban anda “tidak”/ “NO”, mohon dijelaskan mengapa?  
................................................................................................................................................................................ 
................................................................................................................................................................................ 
2. Nyatakan pula seberapa penting pengaruhnya terhadap elemen berikut ini:  
No Dapatkah framework tersebut membantu mencapai hasil 
keputusan yang berkualitas seperti kriteria berikut ini?  
No Yes 
very 
Low 
   very 
High 
a. Keputusan yang dhasilkan konsisten terhadap informasi 
yang tersedia, & sesuai dengan tujuan yang direncanakan. 
(Decision quality) 
0 1 
 
2 3 4 5 
 
b. Menciptakan komitment & pemahaman untuk 
menerapkan hasil keputusan secara efektif 
(implementation) 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
c. Menghasilkan keputusan yang tepat waktu/ optimum 
berdasarkan waktu & biaya, lebih mengutamakan 
pencapaian keputusan yang berkualitas tinggi dan dapat 
diimplementasikan dengan efektif (time & cost) 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
d. Proses pengambilan keputusan meningkatkan 
pengetahuan dan keahlian bagi anggotanya, 
menumbuhkan kemampuan dan keinginan untuk bekerja 
sama dalam tim, serta anggota tim merasa menjadi bagian 
penting & bernilai dari organisasi. (development) 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
Jika jawaban anda “tidak”/ “NO”, mohon dijelaskan mengapa?  
................................................................................................................................................................................ 
............................................................................................................................................................................... 
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Bagian 4:  
Tujuan: untuk mengetahui sejauh mana framework ini dapat diaplikasikan dalam menghadapi masalah yang 
ada (existing barriers) pada proses pengambilan keputusan pemilihan proyek jalan di tk regional.  
1. Apakah anda setuju bahwa jika framework ini diterapkan, akan dapat mengurangi terjadinya masalah 
berikut ini? 
Jika Ya/ “Yes”, nyatakan seberapa penting pengaruhnya terhadap item pada problem 1 berikut ini: 
 
No. 
Problem 1: Kurangnya keterlibatan & komunikasi yang 
berarti 
NO YES 
Penerapan framework tsb dapat: Very 
 low 
   Very 
 High 
1 Meningkatkan keterlibatan yang berarti dari masyarakat 
untuk memberikan informasi yang relevan terkait dengan 
masalah yang ada 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
2 Meningkatkan keterlibatan yang berarti dari stakeholders 
lainnya (antar institusi pemerintah yg terkait) dalam 
penyusunan anggaran dan implementasinya 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
3 Meningkatkan akurasi dalam pengidentifikasian kebutuhan 
 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
4 Mengurangi kesulitan dalam mengkomunikasikan program pemerintah kepada masyarakat (external stakeholder)  
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
5 Mengurangi kesulitan dalam mengkomunikasikan program 
pemerintah ke tingkat pengambilan keputusan di 
bawahnya.  
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
6 Meningkatkan koordinasi antar institusi terkait sehingga 
visi, misi dan tujuan organisasi bisa lebih di 
perjelas/dimengerti dan bisa diterapkan. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
Jika jawaban anda “tidak”/ “NO”, mohon dijelaskan mengapa?  
................................................................................................................................................................................. 
................................................................................................................................................................................. 
................................................................................................................................................................................. 
2. Nyatakan pula seberapa penting pengaruhnya terhadap item pada problem 2 berikut ini: 
No  Problem 2: kurangnya motivasi &  
keahlian karyawan yang sesuai 
NO YES 
Penerapan framework tsb dapat: Very 
 low 
   Very 
 High 
1 Meningkatkan motivasi & komitmen karyawan untuk melakukan tugasnya dengan benar. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
2 Mengidentifikasi keahlian yang sesuai dengan tugas/pekerjaan. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
 
Jika jawaban anda “tidak”/ “NO”, mohon dijelaskan mengapa?  
................................................................................................................................................................................ 
................................................................................................................................................................................ 
................................................................................................................................................................................ 
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3. Nyatakan pula seberapa penting pengaruhnya terhadap item pada problem 3 berikut ini: 
 
Jika jawaban anda “tidak”/ “NO”, mohon dijelaskan mengapa?  
............................................................................................................................................................................... 
............................................................................................................................................................................... 
............................................................................................................................................................................... 
4. Secara keseluruhan, apakah anda setuju bahwa framework tersebut dapat berkontribusi secara signifikan 
untuk meningkatkan proses pengambilan keputusan pada proyek pemilihan jalan yang berlaku saat ini? 
  YA 
 
  TIDAK 
Jika jawaban anda “TIDAK”, mohon dijelaskan mengapa?  
.................................................................................................................................................................. 
................................................................................................................................................................. 
................................................................................................................................................................ 
5. Berdasarkan survey pada tahap yang lalu, berikut ranking prioritas pendekatan yang paling sering 
dipertimbangkan pada proses yang berlaku saat ini. Berikut urutannya dari yang paling dipertimbangkan 
ke yang kurang dipertimbangkan.  
 
1. Partisipatif 2. Top-Down  3. Politikal 4. Teknis 5. Bottom-Up 
 
Apakah anda setuju dengan urutuan prioritas tersebut? 
  YA 
 
  TIDAK 
Jika jawaban anda “TIDAK”, mohon dijelaskan mengapa?  
.................................................................................................................................................................. 
.................................................................................................................................................................. 
.................................................................................................................................................................. 
 
Terimakasih atas partisipasi anda 
No. Problem 3: Misleading decisions NO YES 
Penerapan framework tsb dapat: Very 
 low 
   Very 
 High 
1 Meningkatkan peluang terpilihnya  proyek yang benar 
sesuai dengan ketersediaan informasi yang relevan. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
2 Meningkatkan efektifitas & efisiensi pengelolaan 
anggaran yang terbatas, dengan mengalokasikannya 
pada proyek yang tepat. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
 
√ 
√ 
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Appendix C:  Preliminary Data Analysis 
APPENDIX C- 1  DEMOGRAPHY/ DATA OF RESPONDENTS 
This appendix presents the result of descriptive analysis of the questionnaire 
survey Part 1 about the data of the respondents. This aims to ensure that the intended 
sample is achieved.  
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The respondents’ profile is depicted in term of the origin of organisation, 
province, and regions, as presented in table C-1 to C-3. It is to fulfil that the required 
sample that covered (were taken from) three provinces, five regions in every 
province, and two organisations in nearly equal proportion.  
Table C- 1  The origin of organisation 
 Frequency Per cent Valid Per cent Cumulative Per cent 
 PU-BM 113 52.1 52.1 52.5 
BAPPEDA 104 47.9 47.9 100.0 
Total 217 100.0 100.0  
 
Table C- 2  The origin of province 
 Frequency Per cent Valid Per cent Cumulative Per cent 
 Bali 73 33.6 33.6 33.6 
NTB / WNT 81 37.3 37.3 71.0 
NTT / ENT 63 29.0 29.0 100.0 
Total 217 100.0 100.0  
 
Table C-3  The origin of region 
Province & 
Region Frequency Per cent 
Valid Per 
cent 
Cumulative Per 
cent 
 Denpasar 14 6.5 6.5 6.5 
 Badung 5 2.3 2.3 8.8 
 Gianyar 19 8.8 8.8 17.5 
 Bangli 18 8.3 8.3 25.8 
 Klungkung 17 7.8 7.8 33.6 
Bali (total) 73 33.6 33.6  
 Kota Mataram 14 6.5 6.5 40.1 
 Lombok Timur 18 8.3 8.3 48.4 
 Lombok Barat 19 8.8 8.8 57.1 
 Lombok Utara 13 6.0 6.0 63.1 
 Lombok Tengah 17 7.8 7.8 71.0 
NTB (total) 81 37.3 37.3  
 Kupang 22 10.1 10.1 81.1 
 Timor Tengah Selatan 14 6.5 6.5 87.6 
 Sumba Barat 4 1.8 1.8 89.4 
 Sumba Timur 14 6.5 6.5 95.9 
 Sumba Barat Daya 9 4.1 4.1 100.0 
NTT (total) 63 29.0 29.0  
Total(Bali, NTB, NTT) 217 100.0 100.0  
 
The respondents’ profile is also reported based on their position in 
organisation, level of education, years in the organisation, age and gender, as 
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presented in table C-4 to C-8. This is to ensure that the sample fulfilled the 
predetermined criteria of position in organisation that involved echelon II, III, IV and 
staff). This is also to ensure that the sample distribution is closed/ similar to the 
reality, or can represent the actual population. 
 
Table C- 4  Position in the organisation  
Position Frequency 
Per 
cent 
Valid Per 
cent 
Cumulative Per 
cent 
 echelon II 7 3.2 3.2 3.2 
echelon III 24 11.1 11.1 14.3 
echelon IV 34 15.7 15.7 30.0 
Staff 152 70.1 70.1 100.0 
Total 217 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Table C- 5  Education level of respondent 
Level of education 
Frequency 
 
Per cent 
 
Valid Per 
cent 
Cumulative Per 
cent 
 SMU/Sederajat (Senior high school) 32 14.7 14.7 14.7 
Diploma 12 5.5 5.5 20.3 
Bachelor 137 63.1 63.1 83.4 
Master 36 16.6 16.6 100.0 
Total 217 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Table C- 6  Years in organisation  
 Frequency Per cent Valid Per cent Cumulative Per cent 
 < 6 months 5 2.3 2.3 2.3 
6 months - 1 year 8 3.7 3.7 6.0 
1-2 years 14 6.5 6.5 12.4 
2-5 years 37 17.1 17.1 29.5 
5-10 years 97 44.7 44.7 74.2 
10-15 years 34 15.7 15.7 89.9 
15-20 years 13 6.0 6.0 95.9 
> 20 years 9 4.1 4.1 100.0 
Total 217 100.0 100.0  
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Table C- 7  Age of Respondents   
Range of age Frequency Per cent Valid Per cent 
Cumulative 
Per cent 
 < 20 1 .5 .5 .5 
20 – 29 25 11.5 11.5 12.0 
30 – 39 109 50.2 50.2 62.2 
40 – 49 68 31.3 31.3 93.5 
5 – 59 13 6.0 6.0 99.5 
> 60 1 .5 .5 100.0 
Total 217 100.0 100.0  
 
 
Table C- 8  Gender 
Gender Frequency 
Per 
cent 
Valid Per 
cent 
Cumulative Per 
cent 
 Female 28 12.9 12.9 12.9 
Male 189 87.1 87.1 100.0 
Total 217 100.0 100.0  
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APPENDIX C- 2  REFINEMENT OF THE DATA SET 
This appendix reports the results of screening and treatment of the data set 
from missing values, outliers and non-normality distribution. Refinement of the data 
set is required prior conducting exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and structural 
equation model (SEM). This was particularly conducted for the data of the 
questionnaire survey measured in Likert scale, i.e. the data of the questionnaire 
survey: 
• Part2- Section 2-B-1: the barriers and factors influence to the Process 
• Part 2-Section 2C: the effectiveness of the process and quality of decisions 
• Part 3-section 3A: Organisational Culture (OC-dimensions related to DM) 
In addition, prior the screening, there were values (data) obtained from 12 
questions of the questionnaire survey that need to be reversely recoded as they 
measured a reverse meaning. These were: Q17, Q22,Q27, Q31, Q47, Q48, Q52, Q53, 
Q54, Q55, Q56, and Q57. (Note: Q= Question , n=number, so, for instance: Q31: 
Question number 31). Subsequently, the process of data set refinement is explained 
as follows: 
Handling Missing Values  
The results indicated that there was no variable that had more than 5% of 
missing data. The statistical test was also performed to check the pattern of missing 
data to provide a comparison of the factual pattern of missing data with what would 
be expected if the missing data were totally randomly distributed. Hair et al (2010, 
p.60) suggest that the significance level of the missing completely at random 
(MCAR) test should be greater than .050 to indicate a non-significant statistical 
level, showing that the observed pattern does not differ from a random pattern. This 
test was accomplished by using the Missing Value Analysis module of SPSS 19. The 
result confirmed that the Little’s MCAR test has a significant level of .653, 
indicating a non-significant difference between the observed missing data pattern and 
a random pattern. It means that the missing data were totally randomly distributed. 
The result of Little’s MCAR test (Chi-Square = 412.942, DF 425, Sig.= .653) is 
presented in Table C-10. The missing data were then treated by mean substitution 
(Hair et al., 2010; Allison, 2003). Table C-9 below presents the results of screening 
data set from missing value. Table C-10 provides the result of MCAR test. 
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Table C- 9  Screening of Missing Data and Outliers (Univariate Statistics) 
 
N Mean Std. Deviation 
Missing No. of Extremesa 
Count Per cent Low High 
Q1 217 4.12 1.110 0 .0 0 0 
Q2 217 4.12 1.102 0 .0 0 0 
Q3 216 4.29 1.143 1 .5 11 0 
Q4 217 4.32 1.141 0 .0 10 0 
Q5 217 4.25 1.024 0 .0  0 
Q6 217 4.53 1.076 0 .0 10 0 
Q7 216 4.22 1.208 1 .5 9 0 
Q8 217 4.16 1.056 0 .0 8 0 
Q9 217 4.37 1.011 0 .0 9 0 
Q10 214 4.40 1.023 3 1.4 7 0 
Q11 216 4.47 1.009 1 .5 6 0 
Q12 216 4.45 .999 1 .5 7 0 
Q13 217 4.32 1.197 0 .0 7 0 
Q14 215 4.47 1.118 2 .9 9 0 
Q15 216 4.27 1.068 1 .5 8 0 
Q16 216 4.33 1.167 1 .5 7 0 
Q17 215 2.65 1.359 2 .9 9 0 
Q18 216 4.16 1.048 1 .5  0 
Q19 216 4.15 1.112 1 .5 0 0 
Q20 215 3.88 1.046 2 .9 0 0 
Q21 215 3.97 1.004 2 .9 0 0 
Q22 215 3.54 1.116 2 .9 5 0 
Q23 216 4.48 .982 1 .5 5 0 
Q24 215 4.06 1.012 2 .9 6 0 
Q25 215 3.88 1.093 2 .9 0 0 
Q26 215 3.80 1.161 2 .9 0 0 
Q27 215 3.25 1.103 2 .9 0 0 
Q28 215 4.30 1.162 2 .9 7 0 
Q29 217 4.43 1.108 0 0 9 0 
Q30 217 4.04 1.067 0 0 0 0 
Q31 217 2.93 .998 0 0 0 0 
Q32 217 4.28 1.048 0 0 9 0 
Q33 215 4.71 .993 2 .9 4 0 
Q34 204 4.47 .972 13 3.7 8 0 
Q34a 214 4.31 1.024 3 1.4 9 0 
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N Mean Std. Deviation 
Missing No. of Extremesa 
Count Per cent Low High 
Q34b 217 4.24 1.078 0 0 7 0 
Q35 216 4.35 1.002 1 .5 9 0 
Q36 217 3.18 1.199 0 0 0 0 
Q37 217 4.46 1.071 0 0 7 0 
Q38 217 4.02 .993 0 0 0 0 
Q39 217 4.08 .997 0 0 0 0 
Q40 215 4.14 .973 2 .9 8 0 
Q41 214 4.34 .958 3 1.4 9 0 
Q42 215 4.38 1.017 2 .9 8 0 
Q43 215 4.36 1.122 2 .9 7 0 
Q44 215 4.26 1.054 2 .9 6 0 
Q45 215 4.35 1.039 2 .9 7 0 
Q46 215 4.35 1.078 2 .9 8 0 
Q47 215 3.26 1.250 2 .9 0 0 
Q48 215 3.44 1.133 2 .9 9 8 
Q49 216 4.55 .886 2 .9 4 0 
Q50 216 4.47 .986 1 .5 9 0 
Q51 214 4.23 1.130 3 1.4 7 0 
Q52 214 2.76 1.106 3 1.4 0 11 
Q53 214 3.05 1.105 3 1.4 0 0 
Q54 216 2.82 1.014 1 .5 0 10 
Q55 216 2.80 1.119 1 .5 0 0 
Q56 214 4.16 1.061 3 1.4 9 0 
Q57 216 3.42 1.520 1 .5 0 0 
Q2C1a 217 4.48 .953 0 0 6 0 
Q2C1b 217 4.48 .918 0 0 7 0 
Q2C1c 217 4.55 1.031 0 0 5 0 
Q2C1d 217 4.60 1.018 0 0 7 0 
Q2C1e 217 4.52 1.019 0 0 7 0 
Q2C2a 217 4.35 1.040 0 0 9 0 
Q2C2b 217 4.24 1.018 0 0 8 0 
Q2C2c 217 4.11 1.125 0 0 0 0 
Q2C2d 217 4.28 1.154 0 0 7 0 
Barrier_1 216 5.34 .906 1 .5 9 0 
Barrier_2 215 3.95 1.340 2 .9 0 0 
Barrier_3 215 3.84 1.194 2 .9 0 0 
Barrier_4 216 3.79 1.192 1 .5 0 0 
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N Mean Std. Deviation 
Missing No. of Extremesa 
Count Per cent Low High 
Barrier_5 215 3.98 1.228 2 .9 0 0 
Barrier_6 216 3.77 1.254 1 .5 0 0 
Barrier_7 216 3.80 1.335 1 .5 0 0 
Barrier_8 215 4.47 1.267 2 .9 8 0 
Barrier_9 210 3.35 1.431 7 3.2 0 0 
a. Number of cases outside the range (Q1 - 1.5*IQR, Q3 + 1.5*IQR). 
 
 
 
Table C- 10  Test for checking the pattern of Missing Data 
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The following Table C- 11 presents the final data set that was treated from 
missing values, outliers and univariate non-normal distribution. 
 
Table C- 11  Descriptive Statistics of the data set (after treated from missing values, 
outliers and univariate non-normality distribution) 
 
N Min Max Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 
Std. 
Error Statistic 
Std. 
Error 
Q1 217 1 6 4.12 1.110 -.250 .165 -.240 .329 
Q2 217 1 6 4.12 1.102 -.482 .165 .124 .329 
Q3_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.37 .987 -.008 .165 -1.083 .329 
Q4_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.41 .968 -.037 .165 -1.005 .329 
Q5_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.32 .879 .156 .165 -.682 .329 
Q6_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.58 .969 -.153 .165 -.936 .329 
Q7_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.34 .992 .247 .165 -.962 .329 
Q8_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.24 .891 .341 .165 -.577 .329 
Q9_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.42 .900 -.097 .165 -.809 .329 
Q10_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.46 .871 -.070 .165 -.682 .329 
Q11_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.52 .882 -.125 .165 -.689 .329 
Q12_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.51 .861 -.146 .165 -.625 .329 
Q13_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.44 .980 .042 .165 -.999 .329 
Q14_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.56 .906 -.187 .165 -.736 .329 
Q15_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.35 .876 .076 .165 -.705 .329 
Q16_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.44 .951 -.162 .165 -.968 .329 
Q17 217 1 6 2.70 1.380 .488 .165 -.513 .329 
Q18_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.23 .923 .321 .165 -.722 .329 
Q19 217 1 6 4.15 1.112 -.214 .165 -.250 .329 
Q20 217 1 6 3.88 1.046 -.086 .165 -.435 .329 
Q21 217 1 6 3.97 1.004 -.276 .165 .301 .329 
Q22_no_outlier 217 2 5 3.57 1.003 -.157 .165 -1.034 .329 
Q23_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.51 .918 .002 .165 -.812 .329 
Q24_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.14 .857 .256 .165 -.677 .329 
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N Min Max Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 
Std. 
Error Statistic 
Std. 
Error 
Q25 217 1 6 3.88 1.093 -.177 .165 -.037 .329 
Q26 217 1 6 3.80 1.161 -.027 .165 -.325 .329 
Q27 217 1 6 3.23 1.114 .071 .165 -.340 .329 
Q28_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.40 .963 .127 .165 -.927 .329 
Q29_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.52 .923 -.066 .165 -.823 .329 
Q30 217 1 6 4.04 1.067 -.143 .165 -.226 .329 
Q31 217 1 6 2.94 1.053 .303 .165 .169 .329 
Q32_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.35 .890 .057 .165 -.771 .329 
Q33_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.73 .935 -.254 .165 -.805 .329 
Q34_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.53 .828 -.368 .165 -.478 .329 
Q34a_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.37 .889 -.209 .165 -.901 .329 
Q34b_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.32 .891 .072 .165 -.785 .329 
Q35_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.39 .907 .045 .165 -.798 .329 
Q36 217 1 6 3.18 1.199 .290 .165 -.484 .329 
Q37_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.52 .938 -.013 .165 -.872 .329 
Q38 217 1 6 4.02 .993 -.161 .165 -.222 .329 
Q39 217 1 6 4.08 .997 -.224 .165 -.229 .329 
Q40_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.20 .862 .218 .165 -.669 .329 
Q41_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.38 .874 -.061 .165 -.763 .329 
Q42_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.43 .901 -.009 .165 -.776 .329 
Q43_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.44 .961 -.040 .165 -.962 .329 
Q44_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.33 .922 .018 .165 -.921 .329 
Q45_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.41 .904 .005 .165 -.794 .329 
Q46_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.40 .972 .130 .165 -.955 .329 
Q47 217 1 6 3.26 1.250 .060 .165 -.636 .329 
Q48_no_outlier 217 2 5 3.44 .985 -.014 .165 -1.025 .329 
Q49_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.57 .842 -.039 .165 -.577 .329 
Q50_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.52 .866 -.108 .165 -.640 .329 
Q51_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.32 .946 .108 .165 -.931 .329 
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N Min Max Mean 
Std. 
Deviation Skewness Kurtosis 
Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic Statistic 
Std. 
Error Statistic 
Std. 
Error 
Q52_no_outlier 217 1 4 2.68 .956 -.020 .165 -1.027 .329 
Q53 217 1 6 3.05 1.105 .096 .165 -.268 .329 
Q54_no_outlier 217 1 4 2.75 .878 -.154 .165 -.744 .329 
Q55 217 1 6 2.80 1.119 .418 .165 -.157 .329 
Q56_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.24 .908 .321 .165 -.658 .329 
Q57 217 1 6 3.42 1.520 .071 .165 -1.052 .329 
Q2C1a_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.51 .877 -.119 .165 -.677 .329 
Q2C1b_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.52 .828 -.042 .165 -.527 .329 
Q2C1c_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.58 .969 -.061 .165 -.967 .329 
Q2C1d_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.64 .948 -.199 .165 -.854 .329 
Q2C1e_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.56 .922 -.153 .165 -.795 .329 
Q2C2a_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.42 .885 -.010 .165 -.731 .329 
Q2C2b_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.30 .896 .151 .165 -.756 .329 
Q2C2c 217 1 6 4.11 1.125 -.299 .165 -.093 .329 
Q2C2d_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.38 .956 .067 .165 -.941 .329 
Bar_1_no_outlier 217 4 6 5.41 .708 -.766 .165 -.662 .329 
Barrier_2 217 1 6 3.94 1.342 -.255 .165 -.735 .329 
Barrier_3 217 1 6 3.83 1.191 -.085 .165 -.629 .329 
Barrier_4 217 1 6 3.79 1.190 -.020 .165 -.731 .329 
Barrier_5 217 1 6 3.97 1.227 -.439 .165 -.431 .329 
Barrier_6 217 1 6 3.77 1.252 -.127 .165 -.670 .329 
Barrier_7 217 1 6 3.79 1.332 -.139 .165 -.759 .329 
Bar_8_no_outlier 217 3 6 4.59 1.029 -.167 .165 -1.101 .329 
Barrier_9 217 1 6 3.36 1.415 -.144 .165 -.843 .329 
K 217 1 6 3.44 1.436 .060 .165 -.803 .329 
Valid N (listwise) 217         
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APPENDIX C-3 RELIABILITY TEST OF MEASURES IN THE 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
This appendix presents the result of reliability test of the measures in the 
questionnaire survey, which involved Cronbach’s alpha coefficient.  
The result of reliability test using Cronbach’s alpha can be interpreted by its 
coefficient size, squared multiple correlation (R2) values, and corrected item-total 
correlation values. Nunnally (1978) suggests that the minimum acceptable level of 
alpha is 0.70. In addition, Multon and Coleman (2010) provide a guideline for 
interpreting the value of coefficient alphas, as follows: .90 or above is a “high” 
reliability, .80 to .89 is “very good”; .70 to .79. is “good” or “adequate”. Robinson 
(2008) indicates that Cronbach's alpha is closely related to the correlation between 
items; so, R2 (the squared multiple correlation) can be employed to assess whether 
an individual item should be retained in a scale. The larger R2 value indicates that 
the item is contributing more to internal consistency. Ferketich (1991) demonstrated 
that the value of corrected-item-total-correlations of the items below .30 are not 
adequately related, and so, do not contribute to the measurement of the core factor; 
while items that correlate over .70 are excessive and probably unnecessary. 
Accordingly, the value of corrected-item-total-correlations should range between .30 
and .70 for a good scale. The reliability test of measurement was conducted using 
SPSS 19 for latent variable “Barriers”, “DM effectiveness”, and “OC”, particularly 
before establishing factor analysis and SEM. 
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Appendix C-3- 1: Reliability test of Barriers 
 
Table C- 12 Reliability Statistics of construct “Barriers” 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha Based on 
Standardized Items N of Items 
.794 .781 10 
 
 
Table C- 13Item-Total Statistics of construct “Barriers” 
 
Scale Mean 
if Item 
Deleted 
Scale 
Variance if 
Item Deleted 
Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Bar_1_no_outlier 34.49 52.834 -.043 .087 .814 
Barrier_2 35.96 43.397 .435 .281 .780 
Barrier_3 36.06 41.755 .632 .521 .756 
Barrier_4 36.11 42.567 .574 .499 .763 
Barrier_5 35.92 41.693 .612 .573 .758 
Barrier_6 36.13 40.724 .664 .609 .751 
Barrier_7 36.11 41.003 .593 .392 .759 
Bar_8_no_outlier 35.31 46.557 .376 .251 .785 
Barrier_9 36.54 44.111 .360 .406 .791 
Barrier_10 36.46 43.647 .379 .442 .789 
 
Results: 
• The overall Cronbach’s alpha for all items is .794 (Table C- 12), which is 
closed to .80, indicated a good scale/measurement/ nearly a very good 
scale.  
• The coefficient of Cronbach’s alpha of each item is also above .70, or 
range between .751 – .814, indicated a very good scale ( 
• Table C- 13). 
• So, although one item (“Bar_1_no_outlier”) indicated the value of 
corrected item-total correlations lower than .30, this item was not deleted. 
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Appendix C-3- 2: Reliability test of DM effectiveness 
 
Table C- 14 Reliability Statistics of construct “DM effectiveness” 
Cronbach's Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha Based on 
Standardized Items N of Items 
.879 .881 9 
 
 
 
Table C -  15 Item-Total Statistics of construct “DM effectiveness” 
 
Scale Mean 
if Item 
Deleted 
Scale 
Variance if 
Item Deleted 
Corrected Item-
Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Q2C1a_no_outlier 35.51 29.973 .559 .522 .871 
Q2C1b_no_outlier 35.50 29.566 .651 .507 .864 
Q2C1c_no_outlier 35.44 28.192 .679 .591 .860 
Q2C1d_no_outlier 35.39 28.868 .623 .558 .865 
Q2C1e_no_outlier 35.47 28.870 .646 .525 .863 
Q2C2a_no_outlier 35.60 29.241 .637 .574 .864 
Q2C2b_no_outlier 35.72 28.895 .666 .603 .862 
Q2C2c 35.91 28.136 .563 .513 .873 
Q2C2d_no_outlier 35.64 28.972 .606 .536 .867 
 
Result: 
 
• The overall Cronbach’s alpha for all items is .879 (Table C- 14), which 
indicated a very good scale/measurement. 
• The coefficient of Cronbach’s alpha of each item is also above .80, 
indicated a very good scale (Table C -  15). 
• The values of corrected-item-total-correlations of all items were in an 
expected range between .30 - .70 (Table C -  15). 
• The measurement for construct “DM effectiveness” is reliable 
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Appendix C-3- 3: Reliability test of construct “OC” 
Construct OC were measured by several group of OC-dimensions, therefore, 
the reliability test for the measurement of OC was conducted per group of OC-
dimensions. This aimed to identify the consistency more accurately in particular 
measuring certain OC dimension, at the initial stage. This can assist to determine if 
there were unreliable items that should be excluded. Afterward, re-examination of 
reliability were performed at the construct development, to determine internal 
consistency of each construct resulted by factor analysis. 
Construct OC measured by 10 groups of OC-dimensions, consists of: 
• Empowerment (measured by 7 items/ indicators) :  
• Team Orientation (measured by 7 items/ indicators) 
• Development (measured by 3 items/ indicators) 
• Stakeholder Satisfaction (measured by 6 items/ indicators) 
• Coordination and integration (measured by 5 items/ indicators) 
• Agreement (measured by 4 items/ indicators) 
• Strategic direction & intent (measured by 6 items/ indicator) 
• Goals and objectives (measured by 5 items/ indicators)  
• Vision (measured by 5 items/ indicators) 
• Power Distance (measured by 11 items/ indicators) 
In total, there are 59 indicators/items in the questionnaire that measured 
construct OC, derived from 10 groups of OC-dimensions. However, after the 
reliability test was conducted for each group of OC, there were 4 unreliable items 
(low Cronbach’s alpha coefficients) were deleted. Therefore, the total items remains 
for the next analysis is 55 items. The reliability of each group of OC dimension is 
presented as follows: 
 
 
 
 
 Appendix C:  Preliminary Data Analysis 244 
Appendix C-3-3- 1 Reliability test for “Empowerment” 
 
Table C -  16 Reliability Statistic of “Empowerment 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha Based on 
Standardized Items N of Items 
.818 .819 7 
 
 
Table C - 17 Item-TotalStatistics of “Empowerment” 
 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance 
if Item Deleted 
Corrected Item-
Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Q1 26.13 18.061 .458 .486 .813 
Q2 26.13 16.394 .673 .617 .772 
Q3_no_outlier 25.88 17.699 .595 .393 .788 
Q4_no_outlier 25.84 17.395 .654 .442 .778 
Q5_no_outlier 25.93 18.991 .502 .409 .803 
Q6_no_outlier 25.67 18.362 .519 .445 .800 
Q7_no_outlier 25.91 18.223 .520 .339 .800 
 
 
Conclusion: 
- Cronbach’s alpha (0.818) above0.80, which indicated a very good scale 
(Table C -  16) 
- Corrected Item-Total Correlation range in good range between .30-.70 (Table 
C - 17) 
- In overall, the measurement of “Empowerment” is reliable  
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Appendix C-3-3- 2  Reliability test for “Team Orientation” 
 
Table C -  18 Reliability Statistics of “ Team Orientation” 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha Based on 
Standardized Items N of Items 
.858 .858 7 
 
 
Table C -  19 Item-Total Statistics of “ Team Orientation” 
 
Scale Mean 
if Item 
Deleted 
Scale Variance if 
Item Deleted 
Corrected Item-
Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Q8_no_outlier 26.92 16.475 .574 .447 .845 
Q9_no_outlier 26.73 16.012 .638 .509 .836 
Q10_no_outlier 26.70 16.370 .609 .427 .840 
Q11_no_outlier 26.64 16.371 .598 .430 .842 
Q12_no_outlier 26.65 16.221 .642 .520 .836 
Q13_no_outlier 26.72 15.314 .671 .504 .831 
Q14_no_outlier 26.59 16.001 .634 .425 .837 
 
Conclusion: 
- Cronbach’s alpha (0.858) above 0.80, which indicated a very good scale 
(Table C -  18). 
- The inter-item correlation matrix indicated positive values 
- Values of Corrected Item-Total Correlation in good range between 0.30-0.70 
(Table C -  19) 
- In overall, the measurement of “Team Orientation” is reliable   
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Appendix C-3-3- 3  Reliability test for “Development” 
 
Table C -  20 Reliability Statistics of “Development” 
Cronbach'sAlphaa 
Cronbach's Alpha Based on 
Standardized Items N of Items 
-.179 .070 3 
a. The value is negative due to a negative average covariance among items. This 
violates reliability model assumptions. You may want to check item codings. 
 
 
Table C -  21 Item-Total Statistics of “Development” 
 
Scale Mean 
if Item 
Deleted 
Scale 
Variance if 
Item Deleted 
Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Q15_no_outlier 7.14 1.768 .284 .413 -1.179a 
Q16_no_outlier 7.06 2.275 .006 .491 -.350a 
Q17 8.79 2.730 -.316 .170 .775 
a. The value is negative due to a negative average covariance among items. This violates 
reliability model assumptions. You may want to check item codings. 
 
Conclusion: 
- The overall Cronbach’salpha (-0.179)which means unreliable scale. 
- Item “Q17” as has negative value on the inter-item correlation matrix and 
Corrected Item-Total Correlation. 
- So item Q17 was removed from this measurement and the reliability test was 
re-run. 
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Then, the result after deleting “Q17” is as follow: 
 
Table C -  22 Reliability Statistics of “Development”(2) 
 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha Based on 
Standardized Items 
N of 
Items 
.775 .777 2 
 
 
Table C -  23 Item-Total Statistics of “Development” (2) 
 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance 
if Item Deleted 
Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Q15_no_outlier 4.44 .905 .635 .403 . 
Q16_no_outlier 4.35 .767 .635 .403 . 
 
Conclusion after removing Q17: 
- Cronbach’salpha (.775) above 0.70, which indicated a good/adequate scale 
(Table C -  22). 
- Values of Corrected Item-Total Correlation in good range between 0.30-0.70 
(Table C -  23) 
- In overall, the measurement of “Development” is reliable   
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Appendix C-3-3- 4  Reliability test for “Stakeholder Satisfaction” 
 
Table C -  24Reliability Statistics of “Stakeholder Satisfaction” 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha Based on 
Standardized Items N of Items 
.503 .501 6 
 
 
Table C -  25 Item-Total Statistics of “Stakeholder Satisfaction”  
 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale 
Variance if 
Item Deleted 
Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Q18_no_outlier 20.08 7.271 .458 .253 .358 
Q19 20.16 6.904 .386 .330 .380 
Q20 20.42 7.023 .412 .368 .370 
Q21 20.34 6.993 .452 .253 .351 
Q22_no_outlier 20.74 10.952 -.235 .110 .675 
Q23_no_outlier 19.80 8.496 .198 .112 .485 
 
 
Conclusion: 
- The overall Cronbach’salpha (-0.503)which means unreliable scale (Table C -  
24). 
- Item “Q22_no_Outlier” has negative values on the inter-item correlation 
matrix and Corrected Item-Total Correlation (Table C -  25). 
- So item “Q22_no_Outlier” was removed from this measurement and the 
reliability test was re-run. 
Then, the result is as follow: 
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Table C - 26 Reliability Statistics of “Stakeholder Satisfaction” (2) 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha Based on 
Standardized Items N of Items 
.675 .673 5 
 
Table C - 27 Item-Total Statistics of “Stakeholder Satisfaction” (2) 
 
Scale Mean 
if Item 
Deleted 
Scale 
Variance if 
Item Deleted 
Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Q18_no_outlier 16.52 7.732 .461 .252 .612 
Q19 16.59 7.029 .455 .327 .613 
Q20 16.86 6.966 .524 .336 .579 
Q21 16.77 7.447 .455 .249 .613 
Q23_no_outlier 16.23 8.715 .257 .092 .692 
 
 
Conclusion after removing “Q22_no_Outlier”: 
• Cronbach’s alpha (0.675), it closed to0.70, which indicated an adequate 
scale (Table C - 26). 
• The inter-item correlation matrix indicated positive values 
• Values of Corrected Item-Total Correlation in good range between 0.30 -
0.70 , except “Q23_no_outlier” (Table C - 27) 
• In overall, the measurement of “Stakeholder Satisfaction” is reliable   
The following is the result of reliability test if “Q23_no_outlier” was removed to 
increase the coefficient of cronbach’s alpha: 
 
Table C -  28 Reliability Statistics of “Stakeholder Satisfaction” (3) 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha Based on 
Standardized Items N of Items 
.692 .693 4 
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Table C -  29 Item-Total Statistics of “Stakeholder Satisfaction” (3) 
 
Scale Mean 
if Item 
Deleted 
Scale Variance if 
Item Deleted 
Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Q18_no_outlier 12.00 5.801 .464 .248 .637 
Q19 12.08 4.984 .502 .325 .611 
Q20 12.35 5.144 .523 .323 .597 
Q21 12.26 5.692 .420 .227 .661 
 
Conclusion: After removing “Q23” the Cronbach’s alpha increased from 0.675 to 
0.692, which is still slightly lower than 0.70. There was no significant 
improvement given by deleting Q23. Therefore, Q23 was included to the next 
data analysis (factor analysis). 
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Appendix C-3-3- 5Reliability test for “Coordination & Integration”: 
 
 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha Based 
on Standardized Items 
N of 
Items 
.496 .532 5 
 
 
Item-Total Statistics 
 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance 
if Item Deleted 
Corrected Item-
Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Q24_no_outlier 15.31 5.890 .578 .452 .267 
Q25 15.57 4.821 .627 .583 .158 
Q26 15.65 5.283 .449 .411 .300 
Q27 16.23 10.407 -.365 .177 .795 
Q28_no_outlier 15.05 6.122 .415 .306 .350 
 
Conclusion: 
• The overall Cronbach’salpha (-0.496)which means unreliable scale. 
• So, item “Q27” was removed from this measurement because it has 
negative value of Corrected Item-Total Correlation. Then, the reliability 
test was re-run. 
The result as follows: 
 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha 
Based on 
Standardized Items 
N of 
Items 
.795 .797 4 
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Item-Total Statistics 
 
Scale Mean 
if Item 
Deleted 
Scale 
Variance if 
Item Deleted 
Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Q24_no_outlier 12.08 7.012 .587 .445 .758 
Q25 12.34 5.467 .733 .577 .675 
Q26 12.43 5.709 .604 .382 .750 
Q28_no_outlier 11.82 6.830 .527 .290 .780 
 
Conclusion after removing “Q27_no_Outlier”: 
- Cronbach’salpha (0.795), it closed to0.80, which indicated an a good scale. 
- In overall, the measurement of “Coordination &Integration” is reliable   
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Appendix C-3-3- 6Reliability test for “Agreement” 
 
Case Processing Summary 
 N % 
Cases Valid 217 100.0 
Excludeda 0 .0 
Total 217 100.0 
a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the 
procedure. 
 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's 
Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 
.220 .247 4 
 
Item Statistics 
 Mean Std. Deviation N 
Q29_no_outlier 4.52 .923 217 
Q30 4.04 1.067 217 
Q31 2.94 1.053 217 
Q32_no_outlier 4.35 .890 217 
 
 
Item Statistics 
 Mean Std. Deviation N 
Q29_no_outlier 4.52 .923 217 
Q30 4.04 1.067 217 
Q31 2.94 1.053 217 
Q32_no_outlier 4.35 .890 217 
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Inter-Item Correlation Matrix 
 Q29_no_outlier Q30 Q31 Q32_no_outlier 
Q29_no_outlier 1.000 .413 -.047 .272 
Q30 .413 1.000 -.167 .333 
Q31 -.047 -.167 1.000 -.350 
Q32_no_outlier .272 .333 -.350 1.000 
 
 
Item-Total Statistics 
 
Scale Mean 
if Item 
Deleted 
Scale 
Variance if 
Item Deleted 
Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Q29_no_outlier 11.33 2.638 .390 .196 -.227a 
Q30 11.81 2.453 .320 .228 -.183a 
Q31 12.90 4.675 -.247 .131 .607 
Q32_no_outlier 11.50 3.446 .128 .224 .151 
a. The value is negative due to a negative average covariance among items. This violates 
reliability model assumptions. You may want to check item codings. 
 
Scale Statistics 
Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 
15.84 4.661 2.159 4 
 
Conclusion: 
- The overall Cronbach’salpha (-0.220)which means unreliable scale. 
- Item “Q31” has negative values on the inter-item correlation matrix and 
Corrected Item-Total Correlation. 
- So, item “Q31” was removed from this measurement and the reliability test 
was re-run. 
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The result as follows: 
 
Case Processing Summary 
 N % 
Cases Valid 217 100.0 
Excludeda 0 .0 
Total 217 100.0 
a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the 
procedure. 
 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's 
Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 
.607 .606 3 
 
Item-Total Statistics 
 
Scale Mean 
if Item 
Deleted 
Scale 
Variance if 
Item Deleted 
Corrected Item-
Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Q29_no_outlier 8.38 2.561 .427 .191 .493 
Q30 8.86 2.092 .469 .223 .427 
Q32_no_outlier 8.55 2.804 .362 .133 .580 
 
Conclusion after removing “Q31_no_Outlier”: 
• Cronbach’s alpha (0.607) improved but it was still lower than 0.70, means 
this measurement still inadequate to provide a good scale. However, as the 
overall Cronbach’s alpha for all of the ten groups (the overall Cronbach’s 
alpha of the OC measurement, consisted of 55 items) indicated a high 
reliability (0.938). 
• Values of Corrected Item-Total Correlation in good range between 0.30 -
0.70  
• In overall, the measurement of “Agreement” is reliable.So, the data taken 
by this measurement was still included in the next analysis.  
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Appendix C-3-3- 7Reliability test for “Strategic, Direction and Intent”  
 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's 
Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 
.771 .798 6 
 
Item-Total Statistics 
 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance 
if Item Deleted 
Corrected Item-
Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if 
Item 
Deleted 
Q33_no_outlier 20.80 10.854 .549 .390 .728 
Q34_no_outlier 21.00 10.713 .685 .554 .699 
Q34a_no_outlier 21.16 10.457 .672 .597 .698 
Q34b_no_outlier 21.21 10.480 .665 .574 .700 
Q35_no_outlier 21.14 10.962 .554 .399 .727 
Q36 22.35 12.385 .153 .038 .850 
 
Scale Statistics 
Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items 
25.53 15.111 3.887 6 
 
Conclusion: 
• Cronbach’salpha (.771), which is above 0.70, which indicated a good 
scale. 
• Values of Corrected Item-Total Correlation in the expected range between 
0.30 - 0.70, except Q36. However due to the value of Cronbach’s alpha 
indicated a good scale, Q36 was not deleted at this stage. 
• In overall, the measurement of “Strategic, direction and Intent” is reliable   
  
 Appendix C:  Preliminary Data Analysis 257 
Appendix C-3-3- 8:  Reliability test for “Goals & Objectives”  
 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha Based 
on Standardized Items N of Items 
.750 .752 5 
 
 
Item-Total Statistics 
 
Scale Mean 
if Item 
Deleted 
Scale 
Variance if 
Item Deleted 
Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Q37_no_outlier 16.68 7.486 .495 .285 .713 
Q38 17.18 7.460 .454 .256 .729 
Q39 17.12 7.001 .553 .350 .691 
Q40_no_outlier 17.00 7.426 .583 .366 .683 
Q41_no_outlier 16.82 7.722 .499 .298 .711 
 
Conclusion: 
• Cronbach’salpha (0.750)above0.70, which indicated a good scale. 
• The inter-item correlation matrix indicated positive values 
• Values of Corrected Item-Total Correlation in good range between 0.30-
0.70  
• In overall, the measurement of “Team Orientation” is reliable   
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Appendix C-3-3- 9  Reliability test for “Vision”  
 
 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha 
Based on 
Standardized Items N of Items 
.850 .850 5 
 
 
Item-Total Statistics 
 
Scale Mean 
if Item 
Deleted 
Scale 
Variance if 
Item Deleted 
Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Q42_no_outlier 17.58 9.161 .663 .461 .819 
Q43_no_outlier 17.57 8.709 .697 .502 .809 
Q44_no_outlier 17.69 9.207 .631 .403 .827 
Q45_no_outlier 17.60 9.111 .671 .453 .817 
Q46_no_outlier 17.61 8.924 .640 .416 .825 
 
 
Conclusion: 
- Cronbach’s alpha (0.850) above 0.80, which indicated a very good scale. 
- The inter-item correlation matrix indicated positive values 
- Values of Corrected Item-Total Correlation in good range between 0.30- 0.70  
- In overall, the measurement of “Vision” is reliable   
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Appendix C-3-3- 10  Reliability test for “Power Distance”  
 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's 
Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 
.637 .650 11 
 
Item-Total Statistics 
 
Scale Mean 
if Item 
Deleted 
Scale 
Variance if 
Item Deleted 
Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Q47 35.80 22.162 .445 .457 .579 
Q48_no_outlier 35.61 23.155 .510 .488 .573 
Q49_no_outlier 34.48 25.760 .291 .355 .616 
Q50_no_outlier 34.53 25.324 .331 .373 .610 
Q51_no_outlier 34.73 26.623 .148 .356 .640 
Q52_no_outlier 36.38 23.208 .525 .421 .572 
Q53 36.01 21.796 .576 .442 .552 
Q54_no_outlier 36.30 26.787 .154 .190 .638 
Q55 36.25 25.385 .206 .339 .633 
Q56_no_outlier 34.81 27.997 .014 .302 .660 
Q57 35.64 24.621 .135 .199 .666 
 
Conclusion: 
The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for this group was0.677, which is below 0.70 
suggest that this measure is actually unreliable. Five items, i.e. Q51_no_ outlier, 
Q54_no_outlier, Q55, Q56_no_outlier, Q57 had positive but in low values of inter-
item correlation matrix, which suggest for deletion. However, considering the overall 
Cronbach’s alpha of the overall OC dimension (0.938, see Appendix C-3-3- 11) 
which indicates good reliable measure in overall, deletion for these five items were 
not conducted at this stage. 
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Appendix C-3-3- 11  Reliability test for the whole measurement of OC 
 
The following presents the reliability test (Cronbach’s alpha) of the whole OC 
measurement after excluding Q17, Q22_no_outlier, Q27, and Q31, so, the items 
measured variable OC was 55 items. 
 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's 
Alpha Based on 
Standardized 
Items N of Items 
.938 .944 55 
 
 
Item-Total Statistics 
 
Scale Mean 
if Item 
Deleted 
Scale 
Variance if 
Item Deleted 
Corrected 
Item-Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Q1 223.75 640.403 .510 . .937 
Q2 223.75 631.866 .672 . .936 
Q3_no_outlier 223.49 641.668 .553 . .937 
Q4_no_outlier 223.45 637.980 .641 . .936 
Q5_no_outlier 223.54 649.823 .439 . .937 
Q6_no_outlier 223.28 646.703 .459 . .937 
Q7_no_outlier 223.52 641.769 .548 . .937 
Q8_no_outlier 223.62 639.968 .655 . .936 
Q9_no_outlier 223.44 637.914 .694 . .936 
Q10_no_outlier 223.40 646.269 .525 . .937 
Q11_no_outlier 223.34 645.837 .528 . .937 
Q12_no_outlier 223.35 645.553 .548 . .937 
Q13_no_outlier 223.42 641.218 .566 . .937 
Q14_no_outlier 223.30 640.202 .638 . .936 
Q15_no_outlier 223.51 645.371 .543 . .937 
Q16_no_outlier 223.42 640.356 .603 . .936 
Q18_no_outlier 223.64 640.344 .623 . .936 
Q19 223.71 657.177 .208 . .939 
Q20 223.98 655.310 .259 . .939 
Q21 223.89 640.923 .558 . .937 
Q23_no_outlier 223.35 656.210 .281 . .938 
Q24_no_outlier 223.72 642.268 .628 . .936 
Q25 223.98 633.624 .644 . .936 
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Q26 224.06 637.653 .534 . .937 
Q28_no_outlier 223.46 642.870 .543 . .937 
Q29_no_outlier 223.35 645.477 .511 . .937 
Q30 223.82 639.562 .548 . .937 
Q32_no_outlier 223.52 648.418 .465 . .937 
Q33_no_outlier 223.13 647.820 .453 . .937 
Q34_no_outlier 223.33 646.547 .548 . .937 
Q34a_no_outlier 223.49 645.621 .528 . .937 
Q34b_no_outlier 223.54 645.435 .531 . .937 
Q35_no_outlier 223.47 645.880 .512 . .937 
Q36 224.68 658.618 .166 . .940 
Q37_no_outlier 223.35 642.070 .575 . .937 
Q38 223.84 649.016 .401 . .938 
Q39 223.78 645.627 .467 . .937 
Q40_no_outlier 223.66 644.965 .561 . .937 
Q41_no_outlier 223.48 639.538 .678 . .936 
Q42_no_outlier 223.43 640.839 .628 . .936 
Q43_no_outlier 223.42 637.263 .662 . .936 
Q44_no_outlier 223.53 640.500 .620 . .936 
Q45_no_outlier 223.45 642.101 .597 . .937 
Q46_no_outlier 223.46 641.064 .574 . .937 
Q47 224.60 653.824 .233 . .939 
Q48_no_outlier 224.42 655.189 .280 . .938 
Q49_no_outlier 223.29 644.809 .579 . .937 
Q50_no_outlier 223.34 645.355 .549 . .937 
Q51_no_outlier 223.54 641.527 .581 . .937 
Q52_no_outlier 225.18 666.049 .067 . .940 
Q53 224.82 655.892 .233 . .939 
Q54_no_outlier 225.11 678.534 -.197 . .941 
Q55 225.06 679.594 -.181 . .942 
Q56_no_outlier 223.62 644.348 .545 . .937 
Q57 224.44 687.127 -.240 . .944 
 
 
Conclusion:  
As a whole measurement of OC, the Cronbach’s alpha (0.938) indicated a high 
reliability coefficient. Therefore, deletion to any item which had alpha lower than 
0.70, were not conducted at this stage. Then, there were 55 items included in the 
factor analysis.  
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Appendix D:  The Current Practice of the 
Project Selection Process (PSP) 
This appendix presents the analysis of the current practice of the PSP, covers: 
the procedure and approach of the PSP; the existing barriers to the current practice of 
the PSP; the existing DM effectiveness of the PSP; the existing OC related to DM 
effectiveness. The analysis involved descriptive analysis and exploratory factor 
analysis (EFA). 
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Appendix D- 1: Procedure of the Project Selection Process (PSP) 
 
This appendix presents the result of descriptive analysis of the PSP, 
particularly for the data of the questionnaire survey Part 2 Section 2A (nos. a and b), 
about the existing procedure of the PSP: 
 
 
 
 
Statistics 
N Valid 217 
Missing 0 
Mean 1.06 
Median 1.00 
Mode 1 
Std. Deviation .229 
Variance .052 
 
 
 
Current Procedure 
 Frequency Per cent Valid Per cent 
Cumulative Per 
cent 
Valid Yes 205 94.5 94.5 94.5 
No 12 5.5 5.5 100.0 
Total 217 100.0 100.0  
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As can be seen from the table and figure above, 94.5 per cent of the respondent 
indicates that the procedure is fundamentally implemented under Law 25/2004 of 
National Development Planning. While the other 5.5 per cent of the respondent 
indicates other regulation which functioned as the operational, i.e.:  
• SK No. 77/KPTS/Db/1990 : Technical Instruction for Planning and 
Proposing Regional Road Programme, issued by the Department of Public 
Work 
• KEPPRES No. 80/2003: Guidelines for Procurement of Government 
Goods / Services (later renewed as PERPRESS 54/2010).According to the 
latest literature, PERPRES 54/2010 was renewed twice, firstly it was 
developed as PERPRES 35/2011, and then the latest renewal is PERPRES 
70/2012, which has been valid since 1 August 2012. This regulation 
provides the guidelines for government/public procurement including 
goods, construction work, consultant services, and other services(Mustafa, 
2012). 
• PP No. 58/2005 is provided to operationally support KEPPRES No. 
80/2003 (now PERPRES 70/2012). This regulation focuses on the 
management of regional public finance(Government of Indonesia, 2005). 
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Further comments related to the procedures of the PSP at the regional level is 
summarised as follows: 
The selection process for any regional public infrastructure projects, including 
roads, is carried out through a forum which is called Musrenbang (musyawarah 
perencanaan pembangunan). Musrenbang is a participative and consultative forum of 
development planning that is conducted annually through a number of decision – 
making levels, established from the community level (village/ desa/ kelurahan, 
namely as Musrenbang Desa), continued to the upper level at the sub-district forum 
(Musrenbang Kecamatan) and then, discussed in the larger forum at the 
district/regional level (Musrenbang Kota/ Kabupaten). Musrenbang is a forum for 
public consultation that involves all the related stakeholders and decision-makers, 
and aims to synchronize/agree/confirm the priority of development programmes at 
each stage of Musrenbang level. 
Project proposals are discussed and assessed at each level of Musrenbang 
forum, and are associated with the available resources (budgets), and also with the 
established medium-term development plan/ Rencana Pembangunan Jangka 
Menengah (RPJM). An RPJM is a five year development plan. The programme 
contained in the RPJM is accomplished by Musrenbang every year,whichaims at 
agreeing the Regional Government Work Plan/ Rencana KerjaPemerintah Daerah 
(RKPD that provides the detailed annual planning/ activities.  
The local government operational unit that involved in the Musrenbang forum 
is called as Satuan Kerja Perangkat Daerah (SKPD), represents a specific 
governmental department/body/institution. For example, the Regional Public Work 
(PU-Bina Marga) is an SKPD responsible for road development planning at the 
regional level. The function of SKPD is to compose a five year strategic plan (called 
as Rencana strategies/ Renstra SKPD), and also to establish an annual regional work 
plan development/ Rencana Kerja Pembangunan Daerah (RKPD). 
Regional Development Agency/ Badan Perencanaan Daerah (BAPPEDA) is 
the government body that organises the forum for all SKPDs, the community 
representatives, other stakeholders and it is held at a regional level. In this forum, all 
the projects that are proposed from the previous lower level of Musrenbang, are 
assessed/evaluated based on regional medium-term development plan/ Rencana 
Pembangunan Jangka Menengah Daerah (RPJMD) which is also the reflection and 
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extension of the national medium-term development plan/ Rencana Pembangunan 
Jangka Menengah Nasional (RPJMN); and based on (Renstra SKPD). This regional 
forum (also known as Musrenbang Kabupaten) aims to synchronise and to agree the 
priority of  programmes and activities through discussions and ultimately by reaching 
consensus,  incorporating both a top-down and bottom-up approach, and according to 
the regional administration authority. 
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Appendix D- 2: The most significantly approach that influence the PSP 
This appendix presents the result of descriptive analysis of the approaches in 
the PSP. This is particularly for the data of the questionnaire survey Part 2 Section 
2B-2, as displayed below: 
 
 
 
 
Descriptive Statistics of Most Considered Aspects 
 N Mean Std. Deviation Minimum Maximum 
Political 217 2.88 1.554 1 5 
Technical 217 2.84 1.248 1 5 
Bot_Up 217 2.59 1.299 1 5 
Top_Down 217 3.21 1.277 1 5 
Participative 217 3.37 1.359 1 5 
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 One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test 
 Political Technical Bot_Up Top_Down Participative 
N 217 217 217 217 217 
Normal Parametersa,b Mean 2.88 2.84 2.59 3.21 3.37 
Std. Deviation 1.554 1.248 1.299 1.277 1.359 
Most Extreme 
Differences 
Absolute .181 .190 .188 .156 .184 
Positive .181 .137 .188 .156 .138 
Negative -.149 -.190 -.142 -.142 -.184 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov Z 2.669 2.806 2.769 2.295 2.710 
Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
a. Test distribution is Normal. 
b. Calculated from data. 
 
 
Friedman test 
 
 
Ranks 
 Mean Rank 
Political 2.90 
Technical 2.86 
Bot_Up 2.60 
Top_Down 3.23 
Participative 3.41 
 
 
 
Test Statisticsa 
N 217 
Chi-Square 37.389 
df 4 
Asymp. Sig. .000 
a. Friedman Test 
 
 
Based on the mean rank values, the priority of the approaches that influence the 
PSP from the most to the least significant were ordered as follows:  
1). Participative approach 
2). Top-down approach 
3). Political approach 
4). Technical approach 
5). Bottom-up approach 
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Appendix D- 3: The Existing Barriers to the Current Practice of the PSP 
This appendix presents the analysis of the existing barriers of the PSP, which 
used data of the questionnaire survey Part 2- Section 2B-1, as displayed below: 
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In the questionnaire above, there are ten main questions that measured 10 barriers to 
the current practice of the PSP, which is numbered from ‘a’ to ‘l’. For the analysis 
purpose, these question’s number then were recoded as follows: 
Bar-1 (meaning as barrier-1) is used to recode the question number ‘a’ 
Bar-2 (meaning as barrier-2) is used to recode the question number ‘b’ 
Bar-3 (meaning as barrier-3) is used to recode the question number ‘c’ 
Bar-4 (meaning as barrier-4) is used to recode the question number ‘d’ 
Bar-5 (meaning as barrier-5) is used to recode the question number ‘e’ 
Bar-6 (meaning as barrier-6) is used to recode the question number ‘f’ 
Bar-7 (meaning as barrier-7) is used to recode the question number ‘g’ 
Bar-8 (meaning as barrier-8) is used to recode the question number ‘h’ 
Bar-9 (meaning as barrier-9) is used to recode the question number ‘i’ 
Bar-10 (meaning as barrier-10) is used to recode the question number ‘k’ 
 
The result of descriptive analysis of the existing barriers to the PSP is presented in 
the following tables, which is ordered/ ranked based on the highest to the lowest 
mean values. 
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Descriptive Analysis: Rank of the Existing Barriers 
Rank / 
Code* 
Barrier Valid Missing Mean Median Mode Std 
Deviation 
Variance 
1 (Bar-1) Limited budget compare to the number of proposed projects 217 0 5.41 6.00 6 .708 .501 2 (Bar-8) The tasks are performed based on established procedure but difficult for the proposed project to realize the end decision. 217 0 4.59 5.00 5 1.029 1.058 3 (Bar-5) Difficulties to communicate the government program to participants (community / community representatives) 217 0 3.97 4.00 4 1.227 1.506 4 (Bar-2) Difficulty identifying the needs /Difficult to prioritize project based on its urgency 217 0 3.94 4.00 5 1.342 1.802 5 (Bar-3) Lack of meaningful involvement of other stakeholders (other governmental institutions) in budget preparation and implementation 217 0 3.83 4.00 4 1.191 1.418 6 (Bar-4) Lack of meaningful involvement of communities (community representatives) to provide relevant information related to the current problems/needs. 217 0 3.79 4.00 3 1.190 1.415 7 (Bar-7) Lack of coordination between related institutions, unclear and inapplicable vision , mission and goals 217 0 3.79 4.00 3a 1.332 1.774 8 (Bar-6) Difficulties to communicate the government program to lower level of decision-making  217 0 3.77 4.00 3 1.252 1.568 
The barriers were ranked based on the mean values, from the highest to the lowest. 
Code*= the new code for replacing the question’s number. i.e: Bar-1= the code for question ‘a’, so on (see the explanation in the previous page). 
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Descriptive Analysis: Rank of Existing Barriers Statistics 
Rank/ 
Code* 
Barrier Valid Missing Mean Median Mode Std 
Deviation 
Variance 
9 (Bar-10) Lack of proper skills to perform the task.  217 0 3.44 3.00 3 1.436 2.063  If you select “agree” (by ticking scale 4/5/6) for question above, in 
which particular level, the skills need to be improved? 
 a. At Community level (Kelurahan/Village) 136 81 4.38 4.00 4 1.277 1.631 b. At  Sub-district level (Kecamatan) 136 81 4.48 5.00 4 1.241 1.540 c. At District level  (Kabupaten/ regional) 135 82 4.62 5.00 4a 1.371 1.879 
The barriers were ranked based on the mean values, from the highest to the lowest. 
 
Descriptive Analysis: Rank of Existing Barriers Statistics 
The barriers were ranked based on the mean values, from the highest to the lowest. 
 
Rank/ 
Code* 
Barrier Valid Missing Mean Median Mode Std 
Deviation 
Variance 
10 (Bar-9) Lack of employees’ motivation and commitment to perform the task properly 217 0 3.36 3.64 4 1.415 2.002  If you select “agree” (by ticking scale 4/5/6) for question above , what 
are the factors influencing the decreasing motivation and commitment 
of staff to perform the task properly? 
 
a. Small number of proposed projects that actually succeed to be finally 
approved 
151 66 4.19 4.00 4 1.298 1.685 b. The proposed projects have less interest from the upper level 148 69 3.98 4.00 5 1.407 1.979 c. Un-matched objectives between the upper level decision-making  and 
the lower level of decision-making 
148 69 3.98 4.00 4 1.518 2.306 
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Appendix D- 4: EFA of the variable/ construct- “Barriers” 
 
This appendix presents the result of exploratory factor analysis (EFA) that was 
employed to summarize the ten observed variables(indicators)that measured 
construct “Barriers”, which formed three groups (factors). Item deletion was not 
conducted, as the lowest loading (Barrier_7) was still above the minimum 
requirement of loading value for sample size of 200 (i.e.at least .40 or higher) (Hair 
et al., 2010). Also, the overall reliability test for the measurement of variable 
“Barriers” indicated a good reliability scale with the coefficient of Cronbach’s alpha 
0.794 (Appendix C-3- 1). 
 
KMO and Bartlett's Test 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .785 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 716.462 
Df 45 
Sig. .000 
 
Communalities 
 Initial 
Bar_1_no_outlier 1.000 
Barrier_2 1.000 
Barrier_3 1.000 
Barrier_4 1.000 
Barrier_5 1.000 
Barrier_6 1.000 
Barrier_7 1.000 
Bar_8_no_outlier 1.000 
Barrier_9 1.000 
Barrier_10 1.000 
Extraction Method: Principal 
Component Analysis. 
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Total Variance Explained 
Component 
Initial Eigenvalues Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumulative 
% Total 
% of 
Variance 
Cumulative 
% 
1 3.785 37.849 37.849 2.753 27.531 27.531 
2 1.522 15.219 53.068 1.917 19.168 46.700 
3 1.020 10.200 63.268 1.657 16.568 63.268 
4 .924 9.237 72.505    
5 .716 7.156 79.661    
6 .575 5.753 85.414    
7 .524 5.238 90.652    
8 .375 3.750 94.402    
9 .311 3.105 97.507    
10 .249 2.493 100.000    
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Rotated Component Matrixa 
 
Component 
1 2 3 
Barrier_4 .809 .070 .139 
Barrier_3 .771 .161 .156 
Barrier_2 .746 .006 -.040 
Barrier_6 .518 .399 .485 
Barrier_5 .516 .296 .515 
Barrier_7 .490 .301 .468 
Barrier_9 .016 .876 .062 
Barrier_10 .175 .848 -.126 
Bar_8_no_outlier .290 -.015 .666 
Bar_1_no_outlier -.244 -.248 .653 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 8 iterations. 
 
Component Transformation Matrix 
Component 1 2 3 
1 .788 .451 .419 
2 .176 -.817 .549 
3 -.590 .359 .723 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.   
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.  
 
These three factors are named as presented in the following table. Variable 
“Barrier” was not included in the process of SEM (structural equation model), 
because the objective was to determine the existing barrier, or as a part of the 
description of the current practice of the project selection process (PSP).  
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Result of Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) of the variable/construct “Barriers 
Items  Loadings Name of factor Cronbach’s 
alpha 
Barrier_4  
(Bar-4) 
Lack of meaningful involvement of communities (community 
representatives) to provide relevant information related to the current 
problems/needs. 
.809 BAR_1:  
Inadequate “meaningful” involvement, 
coordination and communication within 
internal and external organisation, in order 
to determine the priority of projects 
.794 
 
Barrier_3 
(Bar-3) 
Lack of meaningful involvement of other stakeholders (other governmental 
institutions) in budget preparation and implementation; 
.771 
Barrier_2 
(Bar-2) 
Difficulty identifying the needs /Difficult to prioritize project based on its 
urgency  
.746 
Barrier_6 
(Bar-6) 
Difficulties to communicate the government’s programme to lower level of 
decision-making 
.518 
Barrier_5 
(Bar-5) 
Difficulties to communicate the government programme to participants 
(community / community representatives) 
.516 
Barrier_7 
(Bar-7) 
Lack of coordination between related institutions, unclear and inapplicable 
vision, mission and goals. 
.490 
Barrier_9 
(Bar-9) 
Lack of employees’ motivation and commitment to perform the task 
properly 
 
.876 BAR_2:  
Inadequate “meaningful” motivation, 
commitment and proper skill of employees 
to perform the tasks appropriately Barrier_10 
(Bar-10) 
Lack of proper skills to perform the task. .848 
Bar_8_no_outlier 
(Bar-8) 
The tasks are performed based on established procedure but difficult for the 
proposed project to realize the end decision. 
 
.666 BAR_3: 
Difficult for the proposed project to realize 
the end decision and limited budget 
compared to the number of the proposed 
projects. 
Bar_1_no_outlier 
(Bar-1) 
Limited budget compared to the number of the proposed projects; .653 
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Appendix D- 5: The Existing DM effectiveness of the PS 
 
This appendix presents the analysis of the existing Decision Making (DM) 
effectiveness of the project selection process (PSP). This involved the data of the 
questionnaire survey Part 2 – Section 2C – number ‘a’ and ‘b’, as displayed as 
follows: 
 
The result of the descriptive statistics is presented in the following table. 
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Descriptive Statistics of the existing DM effectiveness 
 
 
DM_Process 
Q2C1a_no_
outlier 
Q2C1b_no_
outlier 
Q2C1c_no_
outlier 
Q2C1d_no_
outlier 
Q2C1e_no_
outlier 
QUAL
_DCS 
Q2C2a_no_
outlier 
Q2C2b_no_
outlier Q2C2c 
Q2C2d_no_
outlier 
N Valid 217 217 217 217 217 217 217 217 217 217 217 
Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mean 4.56 4.51 4.52 4.58 4.64 4.56 4.30 4.42 4.30 4.11 4.38 
Median 4.60 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 4.50 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 
Mode 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 4a 
Std. Deviation .732 .877 .828 .969 .948 .922 .800 .885 .896 1.125 .956 
Minimum 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 
Maximum 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 
a. Multiple modes exist. The smallest value is shown 
Note: the name of the item was coded based on its number in the questionnaire. 
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Appendix D- 6: The Existing Organisational Culture (OC) related to decision 
making (DM) 
This appendix presents the analysis of the existing OC related to DM that 
involved data of the questionnaire survey Part 3-Section 3A, which is partly 
displayed as follows:  
 
In this part, there are ten groups of questions that measured the OC-dimensions 
related to DM, i.e: empowerment, team orientation, development, stakeholder 
satisfaction, coordination and integration, agreement, strategic direction and intent, 
goal and objectives, vision, and power-distance. The following table presents the 
descriptive analysis of the ten OC-dimensions: 
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Statistics 
 EMPW TeamORT DEVLP SHSatis CO_IN AGREEMT Strategic Goals_Obj VISION Power_Distance 
N Valid 217 217 217 217 217 217 217 217 217 217 
Missing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mean 4.32 4.45 4.40 4.06 4.03 4.30 4.25 4.24 4.40 3.60 
Median 4.43 4.57 4.50 4.00 4.00 4.33 4.33 4.40 4.40 3.50 
Std. Deviation .694 .661 .826 .738 .852 .721 .648 .661 .737 .659 
Skewness -.207 -.281 -.131 -.051 -.246 -.082 -.195 -.030 -.137 .136 
Std. Error of Skewness .165 .165 .165 .165 .165 .165 .165 .165 .165 .165 
Kurtosis -.133 .102 -.670 .185 .078 -.193 -.492 -.259 -.523 -.075 
Std. Error of Kurtosis .329 .329 .329 .329 .329 .329 .329 .329 .329 .329 
Minimum 3 3 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 2 
Maximum 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 5 
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Appendix D- 7: The percentage of the selected project in accordance with the 
goals  
 
This appendix presents the analysis of questions:Q41-a and Q41-b of the 
questionnaire survey, whichstill become the part of Part 3 – Section 3A, as the 
additional questions related to “Goals and Objectives” (one of the OC-dimensions), 
and is displayed as follow: 
 
The result of descriptive analysis of these questions is presented as follows: 
Statistics 
 Q41_a Q41_b 
N Valid 198 197 
Missing 19 20 
Mean 47.04 48.84 
Median 50.00 50.00 
Mode 0 0 
Std. Deviation 28.940 30.873 
Skewness -.391 -.230 
Std. Error of Skewness .173 .173 
Kurtosis -1.011 -1.139 
Std. Error of Kurtosis .344 .345 
Minimum 0 0 
Maximum 100 100 
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Based on the mean value of Q41-a, it suggests that 47.04 % of the proposed 
project based on procedures are selected. However, this indication is not strongly 
expressed as the value of standard deviation (SD) is very high (28.94), which imply 
high dispersion of the data. 
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Based on the mean value of Q41-b, it suggests that 48.84 % of the selected 
project that match the goals. However, this indication is not strongly expressed as the 
value of standard deviation (SD) is very high (30.873), which imply high dispersion 
of the data. 
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Appendix D- 8: Other comments related to the PSP 
 
This appendix presents the result of Part 4 of the questionnaire survey, as 
depicted below: 
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Appendix E:  Exploratory Factor Analysis 
(EFA) of variable “Organisational Culture” 
(OC) 
Factor analysis of variable OC involved 55 items/ indicators. This analysis was 
conducted in several rounds to obtain factors that consist of items with value of 
loading .50 or higher. The process is presented as the following rounds:  
 
Appendix E- 1: 1st Round of FA for variable OC 
In the first (1st ) round, the EFA summarised the 55 indicators of OC into 14 
factors.There were 15 items with loading values lower than 0.50, so they were 
excluded and the EFA was re-run. 
 
KMO and Bartlett's Test 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .893 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 6936.735 
Df 1485 
Sig. .000 
 
Communalities 
 Initial 
Q1 1.000 
Q2 1.000 
Q3_no_outlier 1.000 
Q4_no_outlier 1.000 
Q5_no_outlier 1.000 
Q6_no_outlier 1.000 
Q7_no_outlier 1.000 
Q8_no_outlier 1.000 
Q9_no_outlier 1.000 
Q10_no_outlier 1.000 
Q11_no_outlier 1.000 
Q12_no_outlier 1.000 
Q13_no_outlier 1.000 
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Q14_no_outlier 1.000 
Q15_no_outlier 1.000 
Q16_no_outlier 1.000 
Q18_no_outlier 1.000 
Q19 1.000 
Q20 1.000 
Q21 1.000 
Q23_no_outlier 1.000 
Q24_no_outlier 1.000 
Q25 1.000 
Q26 1.000 
Q28_no_outlier 1.000 
Q29_no_outlier 1.000 
Q30 1.000 
Q32_no_outlier 1.000 
Q33_no_outlier 1.000 
Q34_no_outlier 1.000 
Q34a_no_outlier 1.000 
Q34b_no_outlier 1.000 
Q35_no_outlier 1.000 
Q36 1.000 
Q37_no_outlier 1.000 
Q38 1.000 
Q39 1.000 
Q40_no_outlier 1.000 
Q41_no_outlier 1.000 
Q42_no_outlier 1.000 
Q43_no_outlier 1.000 
Q44_no_outlier 1.000 
Q45_no_outlier 1.000 
Q46_no_outlier 1.000 
Q47 1.000 
Q48_no_outlier 1.000 
Q49_no_outlier 1.000 
Q50_no_outlier 1.000 
Q51_no_outlier 1.000 
Q52_no_outlier 1.000 
Q53 1.000 
Q54_no_outlier 1.000 
Q55 1.000 
Q56_no_outlier 1.000 
Q57 1.000 
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Extraction Method: Principal 
Component Analysis. 
 
Total Variance Explained 
Component 
Initial Eigenvalues Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 16.571 30.128 30.128 4.815 8.755 8.755 
2 3.861 7.020 37.149 4.605 8.373 17.128 
3 2.590 4.709 41.858 4.018 7.305 24.433 
4 2.083 3.788 45.646 3.170 5.764 30.197 
5 1.830 3.327 48.973 2.903 5.279 35.475 
6 1.595 2.900 51.874 2.569 4.670 40.145 
7 1.586 2.884 54.758 2.440 4.436 44.582 
8 1.377 2.504 57.262 2.347 4.267 48.849 
9 1.293 2.350 59.613 2.287 4.157 53.006 
10 1.240 2.255 61.868 2.106 3.829 56.835 
11 1.122 2.039 63.907 2.021 3.675 60.510 
12 1.090 1.982 65.889 1.815 3.301 63.811 
13 1.054 1.916 67.805 1.714 3.116 66.926 
14 1.013 1.842 69.647 1.496 2.720 69.647 
15 .935 1.700 71.347    
16 .853 1.551 72.897    
17 .823 1.496 74.394    
18 .769 1.398 75.792    
19 .742 1.349 77.140    
20 .715 1.300 78.441    
21 .677 1.231 79.672    
22 .635 1.155 80.826    
23 .615 1.117 81.944    
24 .599 1.089 83.033    
25 .582 1.057 84.090    
26 .543 .987 85.077    
27 .503 .915 85.992    
28 .487 .885 86.877    
29 .466 .847 87.725    
30 .440 .800 88.525    
31 .423 .769 89.293    
32 .405 .737 90.030    
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33 .388 .706 90.736    
34 .377 .686 91.422    
35 .371 .674 92.096    
36 .342 .622 92.718    
37 .330 .600 93.318    
38 .307 .558 93.876    
39 .297 .540 94.416    
40 .295 .536 94.952    
41 .267 .485 95.437    
42 .255 .464 95.901    
43 .244 .443 96.345    
44 .224 .407 96.752    
45 .221 .402 97.154    
46 .217 .395 97.550    
47 .191 .347 97.896    
48 .187 .340 98.236    
49 .175 .317 98.554    
50 .158 .287 98.840    
51 .151 .275 99.116    
52 .141 .256 99.372    
53 .123 .224 99.596    
54 .120 .219 99.814    
55 .102 .186 100.000    
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Rotated Component Matrixa 
 
Component 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
Q34a_no_outlier .801 .097 .200 .120 .063 .015 .112 -.043 .082 .015 .111 -.015 .031 -.101 
Q34_no_outlier .799 .141 .097 .079 .021 .036 .037 -.012 .042 .070 .200 .133 .028 .024 
Q34b_no_outlier .743 .191 .051 .222 .056 .106 .058 -.057 .139 .069 -.018 -.043 .136 -.125 
Q35_no_outlier .610 .143 -.100 .017 .235 .178 -.061 -.110 .106 .389 .029 .151 .062 .009 
Q33_no_outlier .605 .013 .245 -.118 .141 -.048 -.149 .011 .082 .039 .037 .436 .142 .114 
Q43_no_outlier .484 .213 .002 .345 .353 .226 -.082 .033 -.034 .186 .134 .193 .091 .041 
Q44_no_outlier .419 .413 .192 .304 .114 .086 .029 -.091 -.137 -.013 .163 .164 .096 .122 
Q42_no_outlier .411 .316 .213 .310 .245 .106 -.074 -.021 -.176 .121 .042 .185 .089 .158 
Q25 .174 .741 .044 .178 .003 .108 .117 .018 .112 .237 .132 .105 .161 .158 
Q1 .231 .731 .252 .060 .191 .052 -.182 -.041 .005 -.112 .001 -.005 -.096 .003 
Q2 .221 .647 .245 .333 .302 .141 -.021 -.063 .082 .049 -.101 .009 .036 -.090 
Q24_no_outlier .275 .576 .161 .150 -.005 .141 .091 .030 -.026 .190 -.018 .316 -.021 .312 
Q26 .004 .571 .097 -.040 .070 .111 .196 .024 .090 .291 .337 .102 .221 .064 
Q21 .094 .506 .119 -.010 .036 .215 .339 -.012 .277 .157 .101 .149 .190 .142 
Q30 .164 .398 .009 .167 .121 .140 .225 -.108 .159 .154 .147 .343 .287 -.224 
Q41_no_outlier .383 .385 .061 .188 .299 .295 .200 -.088 .179 .042 .098 .080 .122 .117 
Q12_no_outlier .088 .182 .713 .115 .159 -.003 .029 -.030 .205 .171 .167 -.034 -.005 .049 
Q11_no_outlier .169 .099 .697 .026 .019 .108 -.043 .007 .161 .016 .158 .197 .189 .095 
Q13_no_outlier .187 .248 .684 .177 .153 .021 .237 -.067 .012 .082 .008 .065 -.112 -.029 
Q6_no_outlier -.030 -.011 .560 .332 .028 .417 .150 -.033 -.059 .161 -.008 .032 .032 .130 
Q14_no_outlier .262 .085 .502 .266 .283 .177 .169 -.008 .110 .210 .012 .013 .029 .111 
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Q5_no_outlier .034 .051 .501 .492 -.073 .196 .146 .061 -.094 .072 -.069 .059 .042 .233 
Q3_no_outlier .175 .220 .203 .638 .079 .106 .127 -.080 .098 .086 .112 .116 -.043 -.087 
Q45_no_outlier .305 .158 .219 .566 .228 .081 -.049 -.025 -.118 .109 .231 .030 .260 -.116 
Q40_no_outlier .168 .120 .101 .540 .159 .058 .263 .134 .122 .042 .361 .023 .165 .225 
Q4_no_outlier .315 .308 .271 .401 -.002 .400 .001 .074 .015 .111 -.071 .119 .144 .044 
Q50_no_outlier .238 .013 .217 .106 .632 .294 -.017 .091 .157 .049 .099 -.005 .019 .166 
Q28_no_outlier .045 .437 .084 .133 .563 -.158 .028 -.002 -.035 .230 .183 .107 .271 .089 
Q49_no_outlier .390 .190 .302 -.004 .484 .049 .188 .220 -.039 -.066 .119 .022 .026 .265 
Q18_no_outlier .149 .241 .200 .213 .465 .211 .267 -.052 -.041 .351 -.012 .214 -.058 -.031 
Q46_no_outlier .112 .301 .012 .422 .437 .192 .156 -.042 -.168 .163 -.030 .290 .182 -.065 
Q56_no_outlier .092 .345 -.011 .156 .398 .316 .204 -.173 .035 -.113 .254 .356 .039 -.011 
Q7_no_outlier .105 .151 .142 .254 .177 .698 .206 -.102 .026 .066 .111 .028 .069 .107 
Q8_no_outlier .283 .311 .209 .221 .263 .550 .134 -.098 .034 .121 .172 -.139 .032 -.062 
Q10_no_outlier .047 .227 .510 -.158 .059 .513 -.022 -.014 .069 .097 .232 .159 .185 -.011 
Q9_no_outlier .145 .377 .374 .042 .366 .427 .101 .001 .017 .152 .129 .185 .048 -.168 
Q19 .016 -.048 .216 .174 .038 .119 .751 -.127 -.204 .127 -.001 .004 -.029 -.086 
Q20 .027 .140 .043 .016 .085 .093 .744 -.113 -.082 .011 .134 .039 .066 .172 
Q52_no_outlier -.069 -.057 .072 .089 .128 -.268 -.144 .706 .249 -.019 -.007 .099 .052 .147 
Q55 -.099 -.030 -.205 .028 -.158 .088 -.227 .683 .012 .124 -.101 -.123 -.200 .019 
Q53 -.011 .029 .001 .025 .251 .039 -.093 .662 .363 .099 .082 .091 .038 -.158 
Q54_no_outlier -.032 -.064 .067 -.234 -.149 -.030 .143 .634 -.008 -.296 -.108 -.016 .051 -.289 
Q47 .073 .080 .042 -.063 .034 .127 -.068 .114 .824 .129 -.095 .016 .024 .045 
Q48_no_outlier .136 .052 .289 .027 -.009 -.064 -.114 .204 .779 -.063 -.045 .045 .032 .028 
Q36 .146 .127 -.045 .218 .042 -.105 -.266 .340 .467 -.223 .148 .059 -.145 -.080 
Q16_no_outlier .147 .246 .231 .263 .133 .111 .194 -.045 .023 .673 .178 -.003 .094 -.043 
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Q15_no_outlier .247 .176 .375 .055 .078 .071 .027 .051 .012 .667 .029 .087 .047 -.019 
Q39 .183 .006 .105 .208 .157 .169 -.002 -.007 -.025 .133 .769 .062 .142 -.017 
Q38 .204 .247 .193 .036 .024 .039 .185 -.119 -.148 -.006 .637 .010 -.077 .185 
Q29_no_outlier .211 .247 .166 .151 .090 -.008 .061 .062 .048 .045 .018 .736 .071 .040 
Q37_no_outlier .188 .057 .107 .377 .190 .202 -.070 .097 .159 .286 .309 .405 -.166 .078 
Q32_no_outlier .334 .139 .109 .071 .060 .162 -.090 .069 .045 .095 .069 .076 .702 .184 
Q57 -.026 -.160 .021 -.212 -.114 .016 -.408 .278 .097 .055 .006 .017 -.565 .223 
Q51_no_outlier .313 .140 .145 .030 .372 .111 .221 -.046 .143 .140 .135 .158 .374 .086 
Q23_no_outlier -.075 .188 .175 .017 .155 .044 .089 -.141 .056 -.037 .120 .043 .060 .749 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 23 iterations. 
 
 
Component Transformation Matrix 
Component 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
1 .423 .439 .360 .326 .323 .280 .171 -.048 .079 .226 .205 .207 .167 .087 
2 .244 -.002 .052 -.064 .035 -.134 -.481 .593 .559 -.033 -.047 .102 -.065 -.003 
3 -.565 -.117 .660 .043 -.068 .199 .186 .226 .166 .073 -.037 -.118 -.161 .160 
4 -.530 .566 -.423 -.160 .172 -.003 .164 .157 .220 .027 .068 .153 .181 .064 
5 -.176 -.231 -.310 .650 .236 .152 -.021 .379 -.217 .178 .026 -.028 -.120 -.281 
6 .009 -.422 -.051 -.099 .273 -.190 .179 .162 -.038 -.167 .642 .080 .195 .393 
7 .138 -.315 -.070 -.204 .003 .199 .486 .044 .401 .111 -.084 -.117 .364 -.480 
8 .088 .168 .155 .302 -.199 -.497 .393 .280 -.124 -.457 -.233 .088 .196 -.062 
9 -.033 -.090 .119 -.202 -.040 -.412 .019 .145 -.267 .715 -.134 .344 .156 -.020 
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10 -.015 .085 -.108 .322 -.698 -.118 -.002 -.099 .257 .268 .454 -.136 .054 .027 
11 .120 .260 .101 -.375 -.134 .104 .105 .360 -.354 -.059 .419 -.089 -.330 -.421 
12 .240 -.008 -.243 -.022 .038 -.097 .488 .054 .188 .187 -.164 -.063 -.648 .331 
13 .123 -.083 -.173 -.083 -.419 .559 .053 .314 -.224 -.061 -.183 .303 .194 .367 
14 .122 .157 -.033 -.059 .082 -.031 -.044 .241 -.178 .190 -.122 -.800 .304 .270 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.   
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.  
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Appendix E- 2: 2nd Round of FA for variable OC 
In the second (2nd) round, the EFA summarised the remaining 40 indicators of OC into 
10 factors. However, still, there were 7 items with loading values lower than 0.50, so they 
were excluded and the EFA was re-run again. 
 
 
KMO and Bartlett's Test 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .864 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 4339.477 
df 780 
Sig. .000 
 
 
Communalities 
 Initial 
Q1 1.000 
Q2 1.000 
Q3_no_outlier 1.000 
Q5_no_outlier 1.000 
Q6_no_outlier 1.000 
Q7_no_outlier 1.000 
Q8_no_outlier 1.000 
Q10_no_outlier 1.000 
Q11_no_outlier 1.000 
Q12_no_outlier 1.000 
Q13_no_outlier 1.000 
Q14_no_outlier 1.000 
Q15_no_outlier 1.000 
Q16_no_outlier 1.000 
Q19 1.000 
Q20 1.000 
Q21 1.000 
Q23_no_outlier 1.000 
Q24_no_outlier 1.000 
Q25 1.000 
Q26 1.000 
Q28_no_outlier 1.000 
Q29_no_outlier 1.000 
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Q32_no_outlier 1.000 
Q33_no_outlier 1.000 
Q34_no_outlier 1.000 
Q34a_no_outlier 1.000 
Q34b_no_outlier 1.000 
Q35_no_outlier 1.000 
Q38 1.000 
Q39 1.000 
Q40_no_outlier 1.000 
Q45_no_outlier 1.000 
Q47 1.000 
Q48_no_outlier 1.000 
Q50_no_outlier 1.000 
Q52_no_outlier 1.000 
Q53 1.000 
Q54_no_outlier 1.000 
Q55 1.000 
Extraction Method: Principal 
Component Analysis. 
 
Total Variance Explained 
Component 
Initial Eigenvalues Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 11.206 28.015 28.015 4.031 10.077 10.077 
2 3.221 8.052 36.067 3.865 9.663 19.740 
3 2.333 5.832 41.898 3.844 9.609 29.348 
4 1.891 4.729 46.627 2.514 6.284 35.633 
5 1.580 3.949 50.576 2.509 6.272 41.905 
6 1.400 3.500 54.076 2.088 5.219 47.124 
7 1.300 3.249 57.325 2.058 5.146 52.270 
8 1.225 3.064 60.389 2.002 5.004 57.274 
9 1.123 2.807 63.196 1.773 4.433 61.708 
10 1.033 2.582 65.778 1.628 4.070 65.778 
11 .972 2.431 68.208    
12 .897 2.242 70.451    
13 .848 2.121 72.572    
14 .793 1.982 74.553    
15 .758 1.895 76.449    
16 .735 1.839 78.287    
17 .669 1.673 79.960    
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18 .638 1.595 81.556    
19 .580 1.449 83.004    
20 .576 1.441 84.445    
21 .543 1.357 85.802    
22 .507 1.268 87.070    
23 .477 1.193 88.263    
24 .440 1.100 89.363    
25 .412 1.031 90.394    
26 .406 1.014 91.408    
27 .384 .959 92.368    
28 .330 .825 93.193    
29 .325 .813 94.006    
30 .304 .761 94.766    
31 .288 .720 95.486    
32 .284 .709 96.195    
33 .244 .610 96.805    
34 .227 .567 97.372    
35 .211 .526 97.898    
36 .189 .472 98.370    
37 .177 .444 98.814    
38 .167 .419 99.233    
39 .164 .410 99.643    
40 .143 .357 100.000    
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Rotated Component Matrixa 
 
Component 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
Q25 .770 .161 .072 .126 .160 .107 -.027 .145 .218 .069 
Q1 .738 .236 .246 .116 -.041 -.067 -.004 -.217 -.167 .168 
Q2 .668 .242 .222 .394 -.040 .019 -.016 -.085 .046 .251 
Q24_no_outlier .657 .230 .202 .174 .055 .072 -.113 .146 .146 -.093 
Q26 .587 .023 .152 -.121 .355 .058 .014 .231 .247 .085 
Q21 .567 .117 .175 -.066 .183 .304 -.026 .393 .062 .152 
Q28_no_outlier .530 .091 .061 .190 .442 -.014 -.054 -.075 .225 -.085 
Q29_no_outlier .390 .320 .208 .133 .121 .068 .034 .070 .143 -.322 
Q34a_no_outlier .084 .815 .177 .145 .061 .006 .001 .085 .012 .104 
Q34_no_outlier .170 .789 .107 .068 .168 .005 -.038 .056 .061 -.003 
Q34b_no_outlier .179 .760 .024 .223 .003 .099 -.017 .055 .083 .194 
Q33_no_outlier .125 .663 .275 -.074 .176 .137 -.076 -.131 .004 -.267 
Q35_no_outlier .213 .599 -.037 .012 .154 .147 -.125 -.077 .391 .175 
Q32_no_outlier .205 .376 .089 .056 .375 .187 -.062 .003 .119 -.023 
Q12_no_outlier .192 .097 .732 .126 .123 .120 .015 -.005 .123 .050 
Q11_no_outlier .138 .220 .725 .021 .173 .157 -.010 .010 .023 -.061 
Q13_no_outlier .237 .187 .702 .229 -.037 -.060 -.029 .166 .085 .022 
Q10_no_outlier .227 .071 .604 -.154 .275 .120 -.017 .043 .164 .304 
Q6_no_outlier .007 -.059 .595 .396 .085 .031 -.114 .191 .139 .183 
Q14_no_outlier .130 .241 .499 .377 .138 .146 -.045 .126 .214 .126 
Q3_no_outlier .262 .225 .131 .662 .056 -.025 -.016 .117 .144 .100 
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Q5_no_outlier .074 -.011 .474 .568 .038 .000 -.083 .178 .064 -.064 
Q45_no_outlier .168 .359 .187 .494 .316 -.161 .026 -.020 .177 .145 
Q39 .036 .241 .140 .109 .721 -.141 .042 .057 .156 .183 
Q38 .206 .166 .244 -.014 .513 -.244 -.150 .210 -.022 .008 
Q40_no_outlier .190 .167 .103 .490 .495 .105 .094 .271 -.019 .008 
Q50_no_outlier .096 .196 .258 .302 .404 .267 -.008 -.131 .034 .253 
Q47 .099 .090 .070 -.061 -.078 .830 .113 -.059 .116 .100 
Q48_no_outlier .061 .188 .265 .037 -.053 .725 .207 -.110 -.062 -.085 
Q54_no_outlier -.112 -.021 .087 -.235 -.181 -.024 .697 .145 -.206 -.083 
Q53 .087 .036 .000 .106 .215 .385 .668 -.134 .058 -.018 
Q55 -.038 -.199 -.146 .005 -.062 .085 .619 -.233 .050 .014 
Q52_no_outlier .014 -.067 .005 .193 .153 .358 .573 -.174 -.056 -.431 
Q23_no_outlier .275 -.173 .222 .106 .373 .223 -.447 .101 -.175 -.208 
Q20 .182 .000 .050 .070 .160 -.054 -.161 .747 .009 .047 
Q19 -.047 .026 .191 .228 -.041 -.196 -.089 .747 .131 .113 
Q15_no_outlier .192 .211 .357 .094 .049 .073 -.002 .036 .733 -.017 
Q16_no_outlier .270 .126 .214 .277 .182 -.008 -.045 .180 .697 .114 
Q8_no_outlier .287 .253 .270 .255 .205 .033 -.077 .141 .150 .596 
Q7_no_outlier .184 .084 .255 .273 .278 .121 -.119 .254 .038 .559 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 14 iterations. 
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Component Transformation Matrix 
Component 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
1 .490 .428 .464 .333 .332 .121 -.091 .173 .246 .166 
2 .084 .276 -.018 -.106 -.037 .575 .556 -.467 -.024 -.214 
3 -.067 -.707 .531 .178 -.006 .278 .266 .181 -.024 -.023 
4 -.748 .402 .372 .275 -.195 -.095 .079 -.030 .005 .104 
5 -.110 -.098 -.474 .493 .386 -.183 .503 .086 .197 .169 
6 -.294 .040 .104 -.243 .782 .013 -.102 .056 -.207 -.418 
7 -.239 .029 -.127 -.461 .131 .436 -.015 .316 .287 .569 
8 .076 .239 -.045 -.151 -.252 -.060 .358 .746 -.031 -.399 
9 .056 .098 -.137 .235 .021 .258 -.051 .181 -.848 .302 
10 .157 .033 .301 -.422 .101 -.524 .459 -.132 -.232 .371 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.   
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.  
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Appendix E- 3: 3rd Round of FA for variable OC 
In the third (3rd ) round, the EFA summarised the remaining 33 indicators of 
OC into 9 factors. However, still, there were 2 items with loading values lower than 
0.50, so they were excluded and the EFA was re-run again. 
 
KMO and Bartlett's Test 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .847 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 3464.236 
df 528 
Sig. .000 
 
Communalities 
 Initial 
Q1 1.000 
Q2 1.000 
Q3_no_outlier 1.000 
Q5_no_outlier 1.000 
Q6_no_outlier 1.000 
Q7_no_outlier 1.000 
Q8_no_outlier 1.000 
Q10_no_outlier 1.000 
Q11_no_outlier 1.000 
Q12_no_outlier 1.000 
Q13_no_outlier 1.000 
Q15_no_outlier 1.000 
Q16_no_outlier 1.000 
Q19 1.000 
Q20 1.000 
Q21 1.000 
Q24_no_outlier 1.000 
Q25 1.000 
Q26 1.000 
Q28_no_outlier 1.000 
Q33_no_outlier 1.000 
Q34_no_outlier 1.000 
Q34a_no_outlier 1.000 
Q34b_no_outlier 1.000 
Q35_no_outlier 1.000 
Q38 1.000 
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Q39 1.000 
Q47 1.000 
Q48_no_outlier 1.000 
Q52_no_outlier 1.000 
Q53 1.000 
Q54_no_outlier 1.000 
Q55 1.000 
Extraction Method: Principal 
Component Analysis. 
 
Total Variance Explained 
Component 
Initial Eigenvalues Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total 
% of 
Variance Cumulative % 
1 9.239 27.996 27.996 3.882 11.764 11.764 
2 3.117 9.446 37.442 3.438 10.419 22.183 
3 2.218 6.721 44.163 3.400 10.304 32.487 
4 1.769 5.359 49.522 2.241 6.791 39.278 
5 1.337 4.051 53.573 2.004 6.072 45.350 
6 1.285 3.893 57.466 1.860 5.637 50.987 
7 1.209 3.664 61.130 1.848 5.601 56.588 
8 1.138 3.449 64.580 1.845 5.589 62.178 
9 1.045 3.167 67.747 1.838 5.569 67.747 
10 .939 2.846 70.593    
11 .827 2.506 73.099    
12 .769 2.329 75.428    
13 .706 2.140 77.568    
14 .662 2.007 79.574    
15 .630 1.910 81.484    
16 .594 1.801 83.285    
17 .536 1.623 84.908    
18 .493 1.493 86.401    
19 .491 1.487 87.888    
20 .456 1.381 89.269    
21 .440 1.333 90.602    
22 .371 1.125 91.727    
23 .351 1.063 92.790    
24 .336 1.020 93.810    
25 .315 .954 94.764    
 Appendix E:  Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) of variable “Organisational Culture” (OC) 305 
26 .286 .868 95.632    
27 .259 .784 96.416    
28 .249 .754 97.170    
29 .215 .652 97.822    
30 .197 .598 98.419    
31 .186 .563 98.983    
32 .174 .527 99.510    
33 .162 .490 100.000    
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Rotated Component Matrixa 
 
Component 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Q25 .761 .156 .061 .016 .147 .129 .234 .130 .137 
Q1 .752 .235 .214 -.030 .151 -.014 -.185 .014 -.194 
Q2 .710 .252 .264 .008 .337 -.030 .085 -.103 -.053 
Q24_no_outlier .650 .234 .225 -.047 .060 .049 .173 .023 .125 
Q28_no_outlier .593 .105 .091 .070 -.072 -.088 .313 .338 .007 
Q26 .576 -.003 .076 -.022 -.011 .215 .224 .372 .249 
Q21 .554 .095 .109 -.043 .102 .421 .047 .161 .387 
Q34a_no_outlier .104 .829 .170 -.029 .128 .017 .025 .077 .074 
Q34_no_outlier .175 .804 .092 -.026 .024 .026 .083 .167 .063 
Q34b_no_outlier .204 .770 .044 -.011 .257 .051 .108 -.043 .042 
Q33_no_outlier .136 .667 .253 .005 -.247 .138 .012 .171 -.108 
Q35_no_outlier .213 .610 -.102 -.088 .155 .166 .391 .143 -.064 
Q12_no_outlier .223 .109 .708 -.013 -.006 .234 .134 .163 .007 
Q13_no_outlier .258 .197 .708 -.089 .047 .030 .083 .024 .182 
Q11_no_outlier .147 .208 .693 .016 -.023 .256 -.011 .256 -.002 
Q6_no_outlier .023 -.028 .658 -.045 .408 -.024 .195 .062 .154 
Q5_no_outlier .109 .040 .649 .087 .289 -.228 .190 -.053 .140 
Q10_no_outlier .190 .026 .440 -.105 .279 .371 .046 .419 .006 
Q52_no_outlier .047 -.016 .112 .791 -.255 .070 .025 -.008 -.134 
Q53 .098 .071 -.006 .787 .065 .227 .057 .131 -.080 
Q55 -.077 -.165 -.178 .618 .073 .005 .016 -.120 -.195 
Q54_no_outlier -.189 -.035 -.018 .540 -.086 .088 -.372 -.123 .207 
Q7_no_outlier .191 .084 .203 -.109 .722 .134 .056 .250 .184 
Q8_no_outlier .307 .254 .211 -.116 .632 .108 .146 .197 .138 
Q3_no_outlier .322 .256 .306 .087 .389 -.235 .274 -.058 .084 
Q47 .077 .101 .035 .239 .095 .777 .136 -.146 -.115 
Q48_no_outlier .061 .205 .273 .350 -.025 .627 -.027 -.122 -.144 
Q16_no_outlier .279 .144 .229 -.018 .201 .014 .719 .145 .196 
Q15_no_outlier .166 .217 .319 .007 .039 .170 .682 .075 .069 
Q39 .057 .238 .092 .064 .271 -.092 .194 .743 .017 
Q38 .208 .175 .195 -.125 .046 -.171 .008 .622 .173 
Q20 .188 .002 .067 -.153 .075 -.041 .030 .156 .769 
Q19 -.044 .040 .237 -.138 .199 -.179 .129 -.017 .764 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 15 iterations. 
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Component Transformation Matrix 
Component 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 .543 .434 .461 -.064 .300 .138 .296 .267 .182 
2 .099 .256 -.006 .669 -.205 .484 -.044 -.123 -.428 
3 -.069 -.693 .561 .324 .141 .175 .019 -.034 .207 
4 -.697 .445 .530 -.085 .028 -.030 -.113 -.105 -.043 
5 -.311 .121 -.300 .556 .328 -.297 .408 .235 .271 
6 -.219 -.046 -.058 -.097 -.418 .376 -.016 .768 .177 
7 -.179 .038 -.309 -.207 .420 .688 .020 -.278 .316 
8 .167 .222 -.006 .260 -.265 -.103 -.518 -.171 .691 
9 .029 -.016 -.055 .083 .564 -.050 -.680 .386 -.239 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.   
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.  
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Appendix E- 4: 4th Round of FA for variable OC 
In the fourth (4th) round, the EFA summarised the remaining 31 indicators of OC into 9 
factors. Finally, there were no more items with loading values lower than 0.50. So, this is the 
final round of EFA. 
 
KMO and Bartlett's Test 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .841 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 3200.476 
df 465 
Sig. .000 
 
Communalities 
 Initial 
Q1 1.000 
Q2 1.000 
Q5_no_outlier 1.000 
Q6_no_outlier 1.000 
Q7_no_outlier 1.000 
Q8_no_outlier 1.000 
Q11_no_outlier 1.000 
Q12_no_outlier 1.000 
Q13_no_outlier 1.000 
Q15_no_outlier 1.000 
Q16_no_outlier 1.000 
Q19 1.000 
Q20 1.000 
Q21 1.000 
Q24_no_outlier 1.000 
Q25 1.000 
Q26 1.000 
Q28_no_outlier 1.000 
Q33_no_outlier 1.000 
Q34_no_outlier 1.000 
Q34a_no_outlier 1.000 
Q34b_no_outlier 1.000 
Q35_no_outlier 1.000 
Q38 1.000 
Q39 1.000 
Q47 1.000 
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Q48_no_outlier 1.000 
Q52_no_outlier 1.000 
Q53 1.000 
Q54_no_outlier 1.000 
Q55 1.000 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
 
 
Total Variance Explained 
Component 
Initial Eigenvalues Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings 
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative % 
1 8.596 27.728 27.728 3.814 12.304 12.304 
2 3.112 10.038 37.766 3.370 10.873 23.176 
3 2.160 6.969 44.735 3.145 10.145 33.321 
4 1.764 5.689 50.424 2.128 6.863 40.184 
5 1.328 4.285 54.709 1.915 6.176 46.360 
6 1.220 3.935 58.644 1.827 5.893 52.253 
7 1.154 3.722 62.366 1.755 5.660 57.913 
8 1.114 3.594 65.960 1.752 5.651 63.564 
9 1.004 3.240 69.200 1.747 5.636 69.200 
10 .850 2.743 71.943    
11 .782 2.523 74.466    
12 .765 2.467 76.933    
13 .698 2.253 79.185    
14 .630 2.031 81.216    
15 .591 1.906 83.123    
16 .552 1.782 84.905    
17 .493 1.589 86.493    
18 .473 1.526 88.020    
19 .448 1.446 89.466    
20 .408 1.315 90.781    
21 .387 1.247 92.028    
22 .346 1.115 93.143    
23 .320 1.033 94.176    
24 .299 .965 95.141    
25 .283 .913 96.054    
26 .253 .816 96.870    
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27 .222 .717 97.587    
28 .201 .647 98.234    
29 .193 .622 98.856    
30 .186 .601 99.457    
31 .168 .543 100.000    
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
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Rotated Component Matrixa 
 
Component 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Q25 .766 .157 .060 .011 .105 .138 .238 .140 .124 
Q1 .758 .243 .207 -.029 -.004 -.179 -.192 .114 .009 
Q2 .709 .249 .270 -.012 .007 -.063 .061 .302 -.064 
Q24_no_outlier .662 .248 .229 -.024 -.007 .119 .192 .054 -.011 
Q26 .585 .002 .063 -.024 .170 .278 .245 -.023 .329 
Q28_no_outlier .582 .087 .097 .039 -.043 -.016 .273 -.052 .400 
Q21 .563 .094 .093 -.052 .382 .420 .072 .100 .121 
Q34a_no_outlier .105 .828 .174 -.026 .026 .065 .023 .132 .085 
Q34_no_outlier .175 .807 .081 -.029 .034 .077 .086 -.002 .165 
Q34b_no_outlier .202 .763 .055 -.019 .066 .022 .098 .269 -.014 
Q33_no_outlier .141 .674 .230 .003 .141 -.087 .024 -.264 .149 
Q35_no_outlier .226 .618 -.104 -.086 .119 -.060 .407 .156 .117 
Q13_no_outlier .267 .205 .714 -.079 .023 .174 .091 .031 .006 
Q12_no_outlier .232 .108 .697 -.037 .261 .023 .136 -.031 .153 
Q6_no_outlier .035 -.025 .683 -.044 -.016 .130 .187 .405 .065 
Q5_no_outlier .104 .031 .673 .072 -.161 .089 .149 .282 .014 
Q11_no_outlier .158 .212 .669 -.007 .288 .032 -.008 -.060 .235 
Q53 .099 .060 -.015 .752 .301 -.089 .062 .059 .162 
Q52_no_outlier .030 -.042 .103 .738 .201 -.165 .001 -.257 .079 
Q55 -.055 -.143 -.156 .666 -.050 -.220 .080 .077 -.184 
Q54_no_outlier -.167 -.002 -.014 .615 .004 .215 -.279 -.098 -.239 
Q47 .079 .075 -.007 .153 .845 -.087 .126 .102 -.109 
Q48_no_outlier .052 .168 .237 .254 .758 -.130 -.058 -.023 -.046 
Q20 .179 -.001 .068 -.142 -.067 .774 .030 .075 .153 
Q19 -.053 .035 .264 -.120 -.193 .740 .129 .199 -.004 
Q16_no_outlier .286 .146 .244 -.031 -.006 .175 .721 .185 .154 
Q15_no_outlier .187 .234 .325 .016 .103 .058 .718 .028 .030 
Q7_no_outlier .212 .091 .225 -.098 .097 .190 .062 .732 .217 
Q8_no_outlier .327 .264 .231 -.105 .068 .141 .155 .631 .166 
Q39 .054 .223 .094 .026 -.021 .036 .155 .255 .782 
Q38 .201 .164 .200 -.136 -.137 .179 -.027 .057 .647 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.  
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. 
a. Rotation converged in 9 iterations. 
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Component Transformation Matrix 
Component 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 .559 .451 .444 -.084 .143 .191 .289 .261 .267 
2 .100 .244 -.040 .629 .546 -.423 -.028 -.208 -.114 
3 -.012 -.688 .557 .336 .175 .227 .054 .120 -.063 
4 -.690 .427 .558 -.070 .013 -.028 -.112 .015 -.107 
5 -.375 .093 -.291 .480 -.118 .293 .390 .208 .491 
6 -.078 .076 -.266 -.051 .294 .187 .120 .652 -.595 
7 -.080 .042 -.152 -.195 .578 .623 -.259 -.346 .150 
8 .214 .229 .018 .449 -.415 .376 -.589 .057 -.189 
9 .045 .109 .035 .087 -.209 .288 .566 -.532 -.497 
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.   
 Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.  
 
This is the last round of factor analysis with all loading factors above 0.50. At 
this stage, 9 groups (factors/constructs) were developed. The next step is to test the 
reliability of these construct. However, only four constructs were included in the 
SEM analysis. The other five constructs only consist of two indicators, so, were not 
eligible as SEM requires that each construct should consist of at least three indicators 
(Hair et al., 2010).  
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Appendix E- 5:  Reliability Test of constructs OC 
The following appendices present the results of reliability tests cover: 
• The reliability test of the overall construct OC (Appendix E-5- 1) 
• the reliability test of OC_1 (Appendix E-5- 2), 
• the reliability test of OC_2 (Appendix E-5- 3),  
• the reliability test of OC3 (Appendix E-5- 4),  
• the reliability test of OC_4 (Appendix E-5- 5). 
The acceptable level of reliability is indicated by the Cronbach’s alpha value 
greater than 0.70 (Nunnally, 1978; Multon and Coleman, 2010). The following Table 
E- 1 summarised the result of EFA and the reliability test of the construct OC. 
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Table E- 1  The Results of Factor Analysis and Reliability Test of the Variable/ Construct-
OC 
Items Loadin
gs 
Cronbach
’s  alpha 
per item 
Cronbach’s  
alpha per 
factor 
Name of 
factor 
Remark Overall 
Cronbach’s 
alpha 
Q25 .766 .819 .859 
(Appendix E-5- 
2) 
OC-1 
Coordination 
& Integration 
Very good 
scale/ 
Reliable 
.843/ 
Very good 
scale 
(21 items) 
 
Q1 .758 .843 
Q2 .709 .833 
Q24_no_outlie
r 
.662 .839 
Q26 .585 .847 
Q28_no_outlie
r 
.582 .849 
Q21 .563 .845 
Q34a_no_outli
er 
.828 .801 .850 
(Appendix E-5- 
3) 
 
 
OC-2 
Clear Mission 
& Strategy 
Very good 
scale/ 
Reliable Q34_no_outlie
r 
.807 .803 
Q34b_no_outli
er 
.763 .811 
Q33_no_outlie
r 
.674 .844 
Q35_no_outlie
r 
.618 .833 
Q13_no_outlie
r 
.714 .766 .816 
(Appendix E-5- 
4) 
OC-3 
Teamwork & 
Empowermen
t 
Very good 
scale/ 
Reliable Q12_no_outlie
r 
.697 .767 
Q6_no_outlier .683 .783 
Q5_no_outlier .673 .795 
Q11_no_outlie
r 
.669 .786 
Q53 .752 .567 .682 
(Appendix E-5- 
5) 
 
OC-4 
Power 
Distance 
Unreliable 
Q52_no_outlie
r 
.738 .557 
Q55 .666 .638 
Q54_no_outlie
r 
.615 .685 
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Appendix E-5- 1:  The reliability test of the overall construct-OC 
The following present the result of the reliability for the four factors (overall 
reliability test). 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha 
Based on 
Standardized Items N of Items 
.843 .846 21 
 
Item-Total Statistics 
 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance 
if Item Deleted 
Corrected Item-
Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Q25 80.53 87.241 .625 .658 .826 
Q1 80.30 88.666 .541 .575 .830 
Q2 80.30 86.935 .636 .635 .825 
Q24_no_outlier 80.28 90.479 .613 .569 .829 
Q26 80.62 89.153 .488 .454 .833 
Q28_no_outlier 80.02 91.250 .491 .426 .833 
Q21 80.45 90.193 .525 .477 .831 
Q34a_no_outlier 80.05 91.748 .509 .638 .833 
Q34_no_outlier 79.89 92.414 .509 .582 .833 
Q34b_no_outlier 80.10 91.606 .516 .622 .832 
Q33_no_outlier 79.69 92.103 .458 .489 .834 
Q35_no_outlier 80.03 92.407 .458 .518 .834 
Q13_no_outlier 79.98 90.277 .535 .529 .831 
Q12_no_outlier 79.91 91.362 .553 .555 .831 
Q6_no_outlier 79.84 93.636 .354 .438 .839 
Q5_no_outlier 80.10 94.064 .373 .474 .838 
Q11_no_outlier 79.90 91.564 .525 .495 .832 
Q53 81.37 94.392 .261 .480 .843 
Q52_no_outlier 81.74 97.942 .124 .484 .848 
Q55 81.62 102.598 -.117 .305 .861 
Q54_no_outlier 81.67 102.889 -.138 .235 .856 
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Appendix E-5- 2:  Reliability test of “OC-1”(Coordination & Integration) 
 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha Based 
on Standardized Items N of Items 
.859 .861 7 
 
Item-Total Statistics 
 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance 
if Item Deleted 
Corrected Item-
Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Q25 24.54 20.351 .761 .617 .819 
Q1 24.31 21.596 .603 .508 .843 
Q2 24.31 21.087 .667 .551 .833 
Q24_no_outlier 24.29 22.992 .648 .488 .839 
Q26 24.63 21.438 .583 .426 .847 
Q28_no_outlier 24.03 23.008 .554 .339 .849 
Q21 24.46 22.444 .588 .389 .845 
 
 
Appendix E-5- 3: Reliability test of “OC-2”( Clear Mission & Strategy) 
 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha Based 
on Standardized Items N of Items 
.850 .852 5 
 
Item-Total Statistics 
 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance 
if Item Deleted 
Corrected Item-
Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Q34a_no_outlier 17.97 7.953 .726 .596 .801 
Q34_no_outlier 17.82 8.253 .724 .553 .803 
Q34b_no_outlier 18.02 8.097 .689 .568 .811 
Q33_no_outlier 17.62 8.432 .567 .386 .844 
Q35_no_outlier 17.95 8.387 .604 .397 .833 
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Appendix E-5- 4: Reliability test of “OC-3”( Teamwork & Empowerment) 
 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha Based on 
Standardized Items N of Items 
.816 .816 5 
 
Item-Total Statistics 
 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance 
if Item Deleted 
Corrected Item-
Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Q13_no_outlier 17.93 7.602 .649 .461 .766 
Q12_no_outlier 17.86 8.123 .652 .512 .767 
Q6_no_outlier 17.79 7.890 .595 .402 .783 
Q5_no_outlier 18.05 8.465 .553 .383 .795 
Q11_no_outlier 17.85 8.315 .584 .394 .786 
 
 
 
Appendix E-5- 5: Reliability test of “OC-4” (Power Distance) 
 
Reliability Statistics 
Cronbach's 
Alpha 
Cronbach's Alpha Based on 
Standardized Items N of Items 
.682 .681 4 
 
 
Item-Total Statistics 
 Scale Mean if 
Item Deleted 
Scale Variance 
if Item Deleted 
Corrected Item-
Total 
Correlation 
Squared 
Multiple 
Correlation 
Cronbach's 
Alpha if Item 
Deleted 
Q53 8.23 4.724 .534 .354 .567 
Q52_no_outlier 8.60 5.158 .561 .366 .557 
Q55 8.47 5.056 .437 .192 .638 
Q54_no_outlier 8.53 6.232 .343 .120 .685 
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